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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
I. Introduction

During the week of October 3, 2005, the “team,” consisting of representatives of Region 5
of the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), Jennifer Crooks and Alicia Brown, and
representatives of The Cadmus Group, Inc., Jennifer “Jeffe” Kennedy, Laurie Potter, Claire
Willscher, Valerie Meiers and Kim Clemente conducted a data verification (DV) in the Michigan
Department of Environmental Quality (MDEQ) Bureau of Water. The team reviewed the files of
a number of randomly selected public water systems (PWSs) maintained by MDEQ and
Michigan’s local health departments. The team reviewed community water systems (CWSs)
overseen by the Community Drinking Water Unit (CDW), as well as nontransient
noncommunity water systems (NTNCWSs) and transient noncommunity water systems
(TNCWSs) maintained by the local health departments with oversight by MDEQ’s
Noncommunity Drinking Water Unit (NDW). This report documents the findings of the review.

A State Offices

The MDEQ central office is in Lansing. The CDW is divided into eight district offices:
Bay City, Lansing, Jackson, Southeast, Upper Peninsula, Cadillac, Grand Rapids and
Kalamazoo. In addition, until the beginning of October, 2005, all mobile home parks were
handled by a separate program, in the Lansing offices. The NDW oversees 43 local health
departments (LHDs) which oversee 83 counties. Each district office or LHD performs all
compliance determination, conducts sanitary surveys and maintains contact with PWSs, with
oversight from the central office.

EPA/The Cadmus Group, Inc.
April 17, 2006 i
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B. Description of Sample

Table 1 identifies the Federal Safe
Drinking Water Information System
(SDWIS/Fed) inventory for MDEQ and

Table 1: Number of PWSs in SDW1S/Fed, MDEQ

Inventory, and Number Reviewed by

the Data Verification Team

the number of systems in the stratified, N““}bef N“mfbef Nu“}ber
. Q [0} (o}
random sample reviewed by the team. cwss | nTnewss | TNOWSs
The CWS sample represents a 95-percent
ith 1 SDWIS/Fed Inventory’ 1,436 1,610 8,808
confidence 1@V€1, with an error tolerance Michigan Inventory 1,444 1,605 8,802
level of 7 percent. The noncommunity )
Systemns in Sample (36 total) 20 12
water system (NCWS) sample represents Small System 2
a 90-percent confidence level, with an Medium System 6
Large System 8
error tolerance level of 10 percent. Very Large System 0
T . Number Reviewed (36 total) 20 12
C. Description of Review Small System 2
Medium System 6
. Large System 8
The team reviewed MDEQ’s Ver‘c;', ngc System 0

system files, the State Safe Drinking
Water Information System
(SDWIS/State) database, and the online
WaterTrack database for noncommunity
water systems for updates to inventory
and compliance data for the Consumer
Confidence Reports Rule (CCR), Total
Coliform Rule (TCR), Lead and Copper Rule (LCR), Phase II/'V Rules, Surface Water Treatment
Rule (SWTR), Interim Enhanced SWTR (IESWTR), Radionuclides Rule, Stage 1 Disinfection
By-Products Rule (Stage 1 DBPR), Filter Backwash Recycling Rule (FBRR) and the Public
Notification (PN) Rule. The Cadillac, Grand Rapids and Kalamazoo district offices were
reviewed on-site by a traveling team consisting of Jennifer Crooks, Valerie Meiers and Kim
Clemente. The Bay City, Jackson, Southeast and Upper Peninsula district offices hand carried or
shipped files to the central office in Lansing, where the Lansing district office was also located,
for review by Alicia Brown, Jeffe Kennedy, Laurie Potter and Claire Willscher. The period of
review for the regulations is shown in Table 2.

'SDWIS/Fed inventory as of 8/29/05, Michigan inventory as of
1/6/05.

Small: < 3,300
Medium: 9,999 - 3,300

Large: 999,000 - 10,000
Very large: = 1,000,000

EPA/The Cadmus Group, Inc.
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Table 2: Periods of Review

II.  Findings Category Date
Inventory Most recent
. CCR Year 2003, due 2004
Bel()“-f arf‘t the ﬁndmgs of the DV_ Sanitary Survey 2 most recent surveys
team. We will discuss any implementation Total Coliform Rule Tul 1, 2004 - Tun 30, 2005
policies specific to the state, the greatest Lead & Copper Rule 2 most recent samples
i ths of the state’s drinki t Phase II/V (except nitrate)  2002-2004
strengths of the state’s drinking water A Nitrate 2003, 2004
program, and the areas most needing Stage 1 DBPR Jul 1, 2004 - Fun 30, 2005
improvement, as related to the major E@&%fﬁluclid@s 2 Ilnlﬂstz B%Tntj samples
. . . . Jul 1, - Jun 30, 2005
dlscrepanmes }dentlﬁed. Tabl.es 3A - 3G IESWIR Tul 1. 2004 - Jun 30, 2005
numerically summarize the discrepancies FBRR Tan 1, 2004 - Dec 31, 2004
detected for each system type. Public Notice Per related violation

Implementation of Regulations in
Michigan

Michigan has primacy or has submitted primacy applications for all rules reviewed by the
team. The state is continuing dialogue with US EPA Region 5 regarding requirements of the
LCR Minor Revisions (LCRMR). Michigan does not currently have the legal authority to
enforce the requirement that all NTNCWSs collect five samples (see Appendix F, a letter from
the Michigan Attorney General). However, through a Primacy Extension Agreement dated
March 2002 the state agreed to notify EPA Region 5 of any instance where a system failed to
colect the required number of samples (see Appendix G, Primacy Extension Agreement between
Michigan and EPA Region 5). The DV revealed that 12 of the 20 NTNCWSs that were reviewed
did not collect the federally required number of samples, and that the state had not notified EPA
Region 5 of this occurrence. While the team acknowledges that the state is not legally permitted
to enforce the five-sample requirement, it should have identified the system’s monitoring
performance and notified EPA Region 5 that the federal requirement was not met — as agreed to
in the Primacy Extension Agreement. As a result, the 12 instances are treated as data flow
discrepancies (etrors) in this report, in that the state did not provide required data to EPA.

Michigan has statewide waivers for dioxin, 1,2-Dibromomethane (EDB), 1,2-Dibromo-3-
chloropropane (DBCP), di(ethylhexl)adipate, di(ethylhexyl)phthalate, diquat, endothall,
glyphosate, polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) dioxin and dalapon. MDEQ also
implements a chemical waiver program by source that allows for reduced monitoring for
inorganic chemicals (I0Cs), volatile organic compounds (VOCs) and synthetic organic
chemicals (SOCs).

MDEQ does not report sanitary survey violations to SDWIS/Fed because the state or
LHDs schedule and conduct the surveys.

EPA/The Cadmus Group, Inc.
April 17, 2006 il
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UJS EPA Region 5 provided guidance to its states in response to the March 2002
radionuclide rule reporting guidance. The region identified problems with the accurate reflection
of radionuclide maximum contaminant levels (MCLs) in SDWIS/Fed. The regional guidance,
dated December 2, 2004 (Appendix E) allowed alternative reporting of radiological MCL
violations by only requiring an MCL violation to be reported once, which could remain open
until the system was returned to compliance. This was intended to reduce the states’ burden of
reporting each quarterly violation to SDWIS/Fed.

In addition US EPA Region 5 approved alternate “trigger levels” for SOCs that are higher
than the detection limits set by US EPA Headquarters and higher than the upper confidence
limits approved in the 1993 US EPA Headquarters memo. See Appendix E for this approval. US
EPA Region 5 intends to revise these alternate trigger levels; however, this revision has been
delayed.

Strengths of Program

MDEQ boasts a complex program that oversees nearly 12,000 PWSs. Michigan has made
a heavily decentralized system work for them, delegating responsibility for the more than 10,000
noncommunity systems to local health departments.

Michigan has a thorough program to organize monitoring throughout their many systems.
Systems are assigned a specific year within the 3-year compliance period in which fo monitor,
sometimes even a specific date. MDEQ also has a sodium monitoring requirement. CWSs are
required to have sanitary surveys every 3 years, except manufactured housing communities,

“which have a 5-year frequency.

The team noted that sanitary surveys were unusually thorough and well completed.
Information for service connections, sources and entry points were well documented:

Hard copy files examined were complete, well organized and often contained relevant
information such as news articles regarding the water system. Sampling of stand-by and
emergency wells appears to be standard practice. Michigan also began Phase 1I/V monitoring in
1988, well before the onset of the rule.

LCR information was extremely complete, showing excellent documentation of tiers and
sampling sites. Reporting forms also indicated maximum and minimum sample values as well as
the 90™ percentiles.

Stage 1 DBPR monitoriilg plans were also very well done. The team noted that the
Jackson District Office did particularly well in reducing monitoring for a system, then increasing
monitoring when warranted. '

EPA/The Cadmus Group, Inc.
April 17, 2006 : v
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Areas Needing Improvement

Some systems, especially noncommunities, are not receiving sanitary surveys at the
required frequency and violations for these have not been assigned or reported to SDWIS/Fed.

Occasionally district offices are allowing 10-day grace periods for late CCRs or forgiving
lapses. The CCR Rule does not allow for a grace period and violations should be assigned and
reported to SDWIS/Fed in these circumstances.

As an overall point for sampling, sources of the samples were not always well identified
on analytical results, especially when multiple sources were involved. Some systems or
laboratories appeared to use multiple synonyms for the same sources or entry points. This was
noted especially in the East Bay City District Office, the Gwinn District Office and for mobile
home parks.

The team noted a few TCR compliance issues:

. MDEQ should ensure that all systems report TCR analytical results on time each
month and that violations are reported to SDWIS/Fed when they fail to do so.

. MDEQ should ensure that systems collect sufficient repeat and routine samples
following a total coliform-positive result.

. MDEQ should ensure that TCR MCL violations are assigned by the county health
departments when warranted.

The team noted a few Phase II/V compliance issues:

. In the event of a detect, MDEQ should ensure that quarterly sampling is
conducted to determine whether the contaminant is reliably and consistently
(R&C) below the MCL, even if other causes for the detections are suspected.

° Systems that do not monitor according to schedule should receive monitoring and
reporting (M/R) violations.

MDEQ should ensure that systems are meeting the disinfectant residual reporting
requirements for Stage | DBPR. Within 10 days of the end of each month, systems are required
to report to the state the monthly average of all samples taken in each month for the Jast 12
months, the average of all monthly averages for the last 12 months, and whether this average
exceeds the minimum residual disinfectant level (MRDL) of 4.0 mg/L. Alternatively, the state
may calculate the averages for systerns.

EPA/The Cadmus Group, Inc.
April 17, 2006 v
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The team noted several LCR compliance issues for MDEQ:

MDEQ should ensure that all action-level exceedances (ALEs) and lead 90™
percentile results for systems serving more than 3,300 customers are reported to
SDWIS/Fed as sample results.

MDEQ should ensure that systems sample in the summer months of June through
September or receive a violation. Alternately, another 4-month compliance period
could be assigned to the systems.

MDEQ and US EPA Region 5 respond that based on analytical

results we have reviewed and information received from national

lead experts, Region 5 does not believe that samples taken outside

of the June-September months produce lower risk lead conditions.

Region 3 has requested that U.S. EPA Headquarters eliminate the

4-month reduced monitoring period. Region 5 and MDEQ agree

that ensuring the collection of LCR compliance samples during the
June-September time frame is a low priority action item

MDEQ should assign and report violations when PWSs fail to collect triennial
samples on time.

MDEQ should ensure that PWSs collect enough tap samples based on population
served and that violations are reported to SDWIS/Fed for all systems that fail to
do so.

Systems that take fewer samples than required by their population or that report
sample results late, should be assigned violations.

The DV team hopes that the findings and recommendations outlined in this report will be
of use to MDEQ in improving data reporting and tracking methods.

EPA/The Cadmus Group, Inc.

April 17, 2006
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Table 3A: Inventory Data

Community Nontransient Noncommunity || Transient Noncommunity
Water Systems Water Systems Water Systems
t
Type of Reporting Discrepancy
Nurmber of Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of
Systers Systems With Systems Systems With Systems Systems With
Reviewed Discrepancies Reviewed Discrepancies Reviewed Discrepancies
¥
Wrong PWSID 36 0] 20 0 12 0
System type not in agreement with SDWIS/Fed 36 0 20 0 12 0
Syst.em .statu_s not in agreement with SDWIS/Fed 16 0 20 0 1 0
| (activefinactive)
System ac‘gmty. status not in agreement with SDWIS/Fed 36 0 20 0 12 0
(current/historical)
Systemn source type not in agreement with SDWIS/Fed 36 0 20 0 12 0
(SW, SWP, GU, GUP, GW, GIVP)
Inaccurate population
(state records and SDWIS/Fed not within 10%; 36 2 20 0 12 0
Inaccurate service connections
(state records and SDWIS/Fed not within 10%) 36 0 20 0 12 0
Wrong or missing name of administrative contact in SDWIS/Fed 36 i 0 20 0 12 i 0
‘Wrong or missing address of administrative contact in SDWIS/Fed 36 1 20 3 12 0
]
Michigan Department of Environmental Quality April 17, 2006
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Table 3B: CWS Discrepancies - Monitoring and Reporting

F G H I
A B ¢ b E (C-D) (D-E) | ({Over-Reporting)} (F+G+H)
Number of Total Number Number of Number of Number of Number of
Number of || Systems with of Violations Violations in Violations in Compliance Number of Data Violations Total Number of
Rule or Activity Category Systems Violations Id t(')ﬁ edb Column C Also Column D De terrslination Flow Reported to EPA Discrepancies
Reviewed Identified by ];l,:[]T ¥ Identified by | Reported to EPA Discrenancies Discrepancies j Not Identified by P
DV Team eam ! State Data System P i DV Team
Sanitary Survey 36 3 3 0 0 3 0 0 3
Consumer Confidence Reports (CCR) 36 3 3 1 0 2 1 0 3
Total Coliform Rule (TCR) 36 2 6 1 0 5 | 0 6
Nitrate/Nitrite 29 1 1 | 1 1 0 0 ] 0
i
Inorganic Chemicals (I0Cs) 29 0 i 0 E 0 0 0 0 0 0
- 1
Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs) 29 1 2 0 0 2 0 0 2
Synthetic Organic Chemicals {SQCs) 29 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 1
Filter Backwash Recycling Rule (FBRR) 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Stage 1 Disinfection Byproducis (DBPR) 10 6 18 0 0 18 0 0 18
Radiologicals 29 1 0 ] 0 0 0 1 1
Lead and Copper Rule (LCR) 36 14 17 13 7 4 6 0 10
Surface Water Treatment Rule (SWTR} 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Interim Enhanced SWTR (JESWTR) 1 1 1 0 ! 0 1 0 0 ! 1
1 ]
Public Notification (PN) 36 0 0 i 0 i 0 0 0 i 0 i 0
Column D: Documentation was found in state files (electronic or hard copy) that state made correct determinations
Column F: The number of determinations that EPA believes the state should have made that it did not make
Column G: The number of determinations that the state did make that did not appear in the federal database
Column H: Of the data elements being reviewed, reflects the number that EPA believes were not reported or were erroneously reported to the federal database
Michigan Department of Environmental Quality April 17, 2006
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Table 3C: CWS Discrepancies - Maximum Contaminant Level and Treatment Techniques

F G H I
A B c D E (C-D) (D-E)  [(Over-Reporting)i (F+G+H)
Number of Number of Number of Number of
. Total Number S . S . Number of L
Number of | | Systems with L Violations in Violations in ; Number of Data Violations
- PP of Vielations Compliance Total Number of|
Rule or Activity Category Systems Viglations Identified b Columa C Also Column D Determination Flow Reported to EPA Discrepancies
Reviewed Identified by DV Teamy Identified by & Reported to EPA Discrepancies Discrepancies | Not Identified by P
DV Team i State E Data System P ; DV Team
=
Total Coliform Rule (TCR) 36 1 1 l 1 0 0 I 0 0
1 1 i
Nitrate/Nitrite 29 0 i 0 | 0 i 0 0 0 f 0 0
] E
Inorganic Chemicals (I0Cs) 29 0 i 0 0 i 0 0 0 0 0
Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs) 29 0 0 0 0 0 0 G 0
1
Synthetic Organic Chemicals (SOCs) 29 0 0 0 0 0 0 ; 0 0
Filter Backwash Recycling Rule (FBRR) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 Q 0
. Stage 1 Disinfection Byproducts (DBPR) 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Radiologicals 29 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0
1 1 1 ]
Lead and Copper Rule (LCR) 36 0 E 0 0 i 0 0 i 0 0 5 0
i I i
Surface Water Treatment Rule (SWTR) 0 0 0 0 i 0 0 ; 0 0 i 0
I 1 1
Interim Enhanced SWTR (IESWTR) 0 0 0 0 i 0 0 i 0 0 i 0
Column D; Documentation was found in state files (electronic or hard copy) that state made correct determinations
Column F: The number of determinations that EPA believes the state should have made that it did not make
Column G: The number of determinations that the state did make that did not appear in the federal database
Column H: Of the data elements being reviewed, reflects the number that EPA believes were not reported or were erroneously reported to the federal database
Michigan Department of Environmental Quality April 17, 2006
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Table 3D: NTNCWS Discrepancies - Monitoring and Reporting

F G H T
A B ¢ D E (C-D) (D-E)  }(OverReporting)! (F+G+1H)
Nuber of Numberof | Number of Number of
i . Total Number S . I . Number of .
Number of | | Systems with of Violations Violations in Violations in Compliance Number of Data]  Violations Total Number of
Rule or Activity Category Systems Violations Identified b Column C Also Column D Dctcn}leination Flow Reported to EPA Discrepancies
Reviewed Identified by DV Teamy Identified by | Reported to EPA Discrenancies Discrepancies | Not [dentified by P
DV Team ! ! State Data System Tep E DV Team
i
Sanitary Survey 20 3 3 0 0 3 0 ! 0 3
1
Total Coliform Rule (TCR) 20 1 2 0 0 2 0 | 0 2
1
Nitrate/Nitrite 20 1 1 0 0 1 0 | 0 1
1
Inorganic Chemicals (IOCs) 20 1 1 1 1 0 0 ! 0 0
I 1
Volatile Grganic Compounds {VOCs) 20 i 1 I 1 0 0 i 0 i 0
Synthetic Organic Chemicals (SOCs) 20 1] 1 1 1 0 0 0 0
Filter Backwash Recycling Rule (FBRR) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Stage 1 Disinfection Byproducts (DBPR) U] 0 0 0 0 0 0 v} 0
Lead and Copper Rule (LCR) 20 17 17 2 I 4 12 0 16
Surface Water Treatment Rule (SWTR) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ]
1
Public Notification (PN) 20 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 i G
Column D: Documentation was found in state files (electronic or hard copy) that state made correct determinations
Column F: The number of determinations that EPA believes the state should have made that it did not make
Column G: The number of determinations that the state did make that did not appear in the federal database
Column H: Of the data elements being reviewed, reflects the number that EPA believes were not reported or were erroneously reported to the federal database
Michigan Department of Environmental Quality April 17, 2006
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Table 3E: NTNCWS Discrepancies - Maximum Contaminant Level and Treatment Techniques

F G H I
A B c D E C-D) (D-E) (Over-Reporting) 1 (F+ G+ H)
Number of Total Numb Number of Number of Number of Number of
Number of | | Systems with Ot NUIMBET | yriolations in Violations in . Number of Data Violations Total ber of
Rule or Activity Catego Systems Violations of Viclations Column C Also Column D Compliance Flow Reported to EPA ot.a Num 1o
gory b ) Identified by . Determination . . . Discrepancies
Reviewed Identified by DV Tea Identified by | Reported to EPA Discrepancies Discrepancies | Not Identified by
DV Team m State Data System P DV Team |
Total Coliform Rule (TCR} 20 2 3 2 1 1 1 0 2
Nitrate/Nitrite 20 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 G
Inorganic Chemicals (IOCs) 20 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ! 0
H ]
Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs) 20 0 0 0 0 0 0 E 0 | 0
1 1
Synthetic Organic Chemicals (SOCs) 20 0 0 ] 0 0 0 0 i 0 0
Filter Backwash Recycling Rule (FBRR) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 0
Stage T Disinfection Byproducts (DBPR}) 0 0 0 0 0 ¢ U] 0 0
Lead and Copper Rule (LCR) 20 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 Y
Surface Water Treatment Rule (SWTR) 0 0 0 i 0 0 0 0 0 0

Column D: Documentation was found in state files (electronic or hard copy) that state made correct determinations
Cotumn F: The number of determinations that EPA believes the state should have made that it did not make
Column G: The number of determinations that the state did make that did not appear in the federal database
Column H: Of the data elements being reviewed, reflects the number that EPA believes were not reported or were erroneously reported 1o the federal database

Michigan Department of Environmental Quality
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Table 3F: TNCWS Discrepancies - Monitoring and Reporting

F G H I
A B ¢ D E €-D) (D-E)  1(Over-Reporting)] (F+G+H)
Number of Number of Number of Number of
; Totai Number . T Number of s 1
Number of || Systems with of Violations Violations in Violations in Compliance Number of Data Violations Total Number of
Rule or Activity Category Systems Violations Tdentified b Column C Also Column D Dete HI; ination Flow Reported to EPA Discropancics
Reviewed Identified by DV Teamy Identified by | Reported to EPA i cies Discrepancies j Not Identified by P
DV Team ! State | Data System nserepan DV Team
Sanitary Survey 12 4 4 0 0 4 0 0 4
Total Coliform Rule (TCR) 12 1 3 2 1 1 1 0 2
Nitrate/Nitrite 12 2 3 2 2 1 ] 0 i
Filter Backwash Recycling Rule (FBRR) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Stage 1 Disinfection Byproducts (DBPR) o 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 G
Surface Water Treatment Rule (SWTR) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Public Notification {PN) 12 0 ] 0 0 0 0 o 0
Column D: Decumentation was found in state files (electronic or hard copy) that state made correct determinations
Column F: The number of determinations that EPA believes the state should have made that it did not make
Column G: The number of determinations that the state did make that did not appear in the federal database
Column H: Of the data elements being reviewed, reflects the number that EPA believes were not reported or were erroneously reported to the federal database
Michigan Department of Environmental Quality April 17, 2006
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Table 3G: TNCWS Discrepancies - Maximum Contaminant Level and Treatment Techniques

F G H I
A B ¢ b E (C-D) (D-E)  1{Over-Reporting)! (F+G +H)
Number of Number of Number of Number of
; Total Number S S Number of e
Number of | | Systems with | of Violations Violations in Violations in Compliance Number of Data Violations Total Number of
Rule or Activity Category Systems Violations Tden t‘iaf cllb Column C Also Column D Dete nfl ination Flow Reported to EPA Discrenancies

Reviewed Identified by PV Tlt:amy Identified by |Reported tc EPA Discrepancies Discrepancies ¢ Not Identified by p

DV Team | State Data System P DV Team
Total Coliform Rule (TCR}) 12 0 0 0 0 ] 0 o 0
Nitrate/Nitrite 12 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Filter Backwash Recycling Rule (FBRR) 0 0 ¢ 0 0 0 0 0 0
Stage 1 Disinfection Byproducts (DBPR) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Surface Water Treatment Rule (SWTR) 0 0 0 1 0 0 y 0 0

Columm D: Decumentation was found in state files (electronic or hard copy) that state made correct determinations
Column F: The number of determinations that EPA believes the state should have made that it did not make
Column G: The number of determinations that the state did make that did not appear in the federal database
Column H: Of the data elements being reviewed, reflects the mumber that EPA believes were not reported or were erroneously reported to the federal database

N[ichiganrDepartment of Environmental Quality
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I. Introduction

During the week of October 3, 2005, the “team,” consisting of representatives of Region 5
of the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), Jennifer Crooks and Alicia Brown, and
representatives of The Cadmus Group, Inc., Jennifer “Jeffe” Kennedy, Laurie Potter, Claire
Willscher, Valerie Meiers and Kim Clemente conducted a data verification (DV) in the Michigan
Department of Environmental Quality (MDEQ) Bureau of Water. The team reviewed the files of
a number of randomly selected public water systems (PWSs) maintained by MDEQ and
Michigan’s local health departments. The team reviewed community water systems (CWSs)
overseen by the Community Drinking Water Unit (CDW), as well as nontransient
noncommunity water systems (NTNCWSs) and transient noncommunity water systems
(TNCWSs) maintained by the local health departments (LHDs) with oversight by MDEQ’s
Noncommunity Drinking Water Unit (NDW). This report documents the findings of the review. .

The MDEQ central office is in Lansing. The CDW is divided into eight district offices:
Bay City, Lansing, Jackson, Southeast, Upper Peninsula, Cadillac, Grand Rapids and
Kalamazoo. In addition, until the beginning of October, 2005, all mobile home parks were
handled by a separate program in the Lansing offices. The NDW oversees 83 LHDs. Each
district office, program or LHD performs all compliance determination, conducts sanitary
surveys and maintains contact with PWSs, with oversight from the central office.

The DV had two objectives. The first was to detect any discrepancies between the PWS
data in Michigan’s files and databases and the data reported to the Federal Safe Drinking Water
Information System (SDWIS/Fed) regarding inventory, violations, and milestones (if applicable)
for the Consumer Confidence Reports Rule (CCR), Total Coliform Rule (TCR), Lead and
Copper Rule (LCR), Phase 1I/V Rules, Surface Water Treatment Rule (SWTR), Interim
Enhanced SWTR (IESWTR), Radionuclides Rule, Stage 1 Disinfectants and Disinfection By-
Products Rule (Stage 1 DBPR), Filter Backwash Recycling Rule (FBRR), and the Public
Notification (PN) Rule. The team used the standard SDWIS/Fed 35 reports to detect these
discrepancies. The second objective was to ensure that MDEQ is determining compliance in
accordance with federal and state primacy regulations.

The outcome of the DV is an itemization of discrepancies, calculated by system type (i.e.,
CWS, NTNCWS, and TNCWS) and by regulation. The team totals the number of violations
incurred by the systems during the period of review and then determines the number of these
violations, and any other discrepancies, that were not reported to SDWIS/Fed.

There are two types of discrepancies: data flow discrepancies and compliance
determination discrepancies. Data flow discrepancies are violations of National Primary
Drinking Water Regulations that are detected by the program, but are not posted to SDWIS/Fed. -
Team members know that the program detected the violation when they find correspondence
with the system, enforcement actions, or violations in the State Safe Drinking Water Information
System (SDWIS/State), the state’s database, or system files. Data flow discrepancies also occur

EPA/The Cadmus Group, Inc.
April 17, 2006 1
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when the state incorrectly reports a violation to SDWIS/Fed, such as by incorrectly coding a
violation. Compliance determination discrepancies occur when the program does not detect a
violation or reports a violation to SDWIS/Fed that is not substantiated by information in the
program files or database.

Appendix A lists the systems selected for review. Appendix B lists the types of
discrepancies identified by the team and the definitions of the discrepancies. Tables 3A - 3G in
the executive summary summarize the number and type of discrepancies for CWSs, NTNCWSs,
and TNCWSs. Appendix C provides system-specific lists of each discrepancy organized by rule.
Appendix D provides the MDEQ Monitoring Waiver Information. Appendix E contains memos
from US EPA Region 5 approving alternative monitoring and reporting practices. Appendix F
contains a letter from Michigan’s attorney general on the LCR. Appendix G contains the
primacy extension agreement between Michigan and EPA Region 5.

Il.  Description of the Sample

The number of systems reviewed was based on the total inventory of systems in
SDWIS/Fed as of August 29, 2005. That inventory consisted of 1,436 active CWSs, 1,610 active
NTNCWSs, and 8,808 active TNCWSs. From that inventory, 36 CWSs, 20 NTNCWSs, and 12
TNCWSs were randomly selected for review. This sample size was based on a targeted
confidence level of 95 percent with an error tolerance level of 7 percent for CWSs and 90
percent with an error tolerance level of 10 percent for NTNCWSs and TNCWSs. A detailed
description of the sampling methodology can be found in Chapter 3 of the EPA Protocol for
Farticipation in a PWSS Program Data Verification, available from The Cadmus Group, Inc.

III. State Data Flow

Describing the flow of information from the point of sample collection to the submission
of violations, enforcement actions, and milestones to SDWIS/Fed sometimes illustrates problems
states face in managing their large data sets. The chain of custody for samples is explained
below, as are the methods used by MDEQ to store information and calculate compliance.

System Files. The district offices and LHDs maintain hard copy files of analytical results,
inventory, enforcement, correspondence, source water assessments, SWTR evaluations, site
sampling plans, and PN. Inventory information is included on sanitary surveys and stored
electronically in SDWIS/State and WaterTrack. SDWIS/State has been networked statewide and
WaterTrack is networked through the LHDs.

The district offices provided well organized files. Most everything was organized in date
order, and easy to locate. WaterTrack proved to be a nearly comprehensive representation of
information from the LHDs’ jurisdiction over the noncommunity systems.

EPA/The Cadmus Group, Inc.
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Sample Collection and Analysis. All samples are collected by the systems. Some PWSs
deliver samples to the laboratories by hand, but most are sent by the US Postal Service or the

United Parcel Service.

Approximately 95 percent of all chemical samples are analyzed by the MDEQ state
laboratory in Lansing. That laboratory also analyzes about half of the LCR and TCR samples.
The other half are analyzed by smaller commercial laboratories. Some larger communities and
some LHDs have their own laboratories. Systems farther away from Lansing are less likely to
use the state laboratory.

The state laboratory sends hard copy analytical results to the district offices for CWSs and
to the LHDs for noncommunities, usually as PDF files, which are then printed out and manually
entered into SDWIS/State or WaterTrack. Commercial laboratories provide the results to their
client systems, which then send hard copies to the district offices or LHDs. These data may be
delivered electronically in the future. '

Data Storage and Compliance Determination. The district offices retain hard copies of
analytical results for all rules for CWSs. Some data are also entered into SDWIS/State. The
LHDs in each county retain hard copy files and also enter all data into WaterTrack, their
common database, overseen by the MDEQ Central Office in Lansing.

The laboratories are required to notify systems of a positive total coliform sample in a
timely manner. Michigan state law places the burden of action on the system and requires the
system to inform their district office or LHD. If fecal coliform or E. coli are present, the state
laboratory must call the district office, following a prescribed phone tree.

Phase II/V compliance is determined through SDWIS/State or WaterTrack, after data have
been entered. Also, district office personnel may use Excel or other Access tables to allow them
to track compliance and violations. District offices are manually generating violation letters,
rather than using SDWIS/State.

SDWIS/Fed Submittals. Data are reported to SDWIS/Fed by system. Current actions and
inventory are updated quarterly using the total replace method. Lead sample values are reported
less frequently. MDEQ uploads to SDWIS/Fed via data transfer files to the central data exchange
from SDWIS/State for CWSs and from WaterTrack for NCWSs. MDEQ does not typically
encounter problems submitting data to SDWIS/Fed. They have successfully sent data to the
SDWIS Operational Data System (SDWIS/ODS) using Extensible Markup Language (XML).

EPA/The Cadmus Group, Inc.
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1V. Inventory Data

A.

Scope of Inventory Data Reviewed

Inventory information about each PWS regulated by the state is required to be reported to
EPA. This required inventory information is collectively referred to as the “Inventory Core Data
Set.” The Inventory Core Data Set is divided into three primary groups:

Registration - data elements necessary for a system to become registered in, or
added to, the federal database. Failure to provide these data elements will result in
the water system being rejected for inclusion in the federal database.

Grant Eligibility - data elements that must be present for a registered system to
be counted in the state’s water system inventory when EPA calculates the state’s
PWSS formula grant allotment. Failure to provide these data elements will result
in the water system not being included in the inventory that is used to calculate
the state PWSS grant allotments.

Grant Withholding (Avoidance) - EPA Regional Offices may use the absence of
reporting of these data elements to withhold a portion of the state’s PWSS
formula grant aliotment. (Absence of reporting of these data elements will not,
however, be used in calculating the state’s formula PWSS grant allotment,)

The review upon which this data verification report is based did not look at every data element in
the Inventory Core Data set. Instead, the review focused on these nine elements:

PWS ID Number

PWS Type (i.e., Community; Nontransient Noncommunity,; or Transient
Noncommunity)

PWS Activity Status (i.e., Active or Inactive)

System Status (7.e., Current or Historical)

PWS Source Type (i.e., Ground Water; Purchased Ground Water; Surface
Water,; Purchased Surface Water; Groundwater Under the Direct Influence of
Surface Water; or Purchased Groundwater Under the Direct Influence of Surface
Water)

Population Served by the PWS

Number of Retail Service Connections

Administrative Contact/Responsible Party

Address of Administrative Contact/Responsible Party

For each water system in the sample, the review team compared the information in the
state’s files, or data system, to the information in the federal data system. Whenever there was an
inconsistency in the information the difference is noted. For most of the data elements reviewed,
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the information is expected to be in complete agreement (e.g., the 1D number must agree, the
system type must agree), or a data discrepancy is recorded for that data element. For population
and service connections, however, the data element is not considered to be a data discrepancy
unless the difference between the information in the state records and federal data system is
greater than 10 percent.

B. State Inventory Reporting Process

MDEQ’s inventory information for CWSs is maintained in SDWIS/State and in the central
and district office files. Inventory for noncommunities is maintained by the LHDs and stored in
hard copy files and in the WaterTrack database. The primary source for inventory information is
the sanitary surveys. Data are updated as received. Population and service connection
information come from the PWS or census data. Annual fees are based on population.

C. Inventory Discrepancies

The DV team compared the information in the most recent sanitary surveys in the files
kept by the district offices and occasionally in SDWIS/State to the information in SDWIS/Fed
for 36 CWSs and in WaterTrack for 20 NTNCWSs, and 12 TNCWSs for the 9 data elements
listed in Subsection A, above.

Only six discrepancies were identified, two for populations and four for administrative
contact (AC) addresses that had not been updated in SDWIS/Fed. In all cases, the populations or
addresses had been updated on sanitary surveys, but not corrected in SDWIS/State.

The team did note, however, that for 17 of the 68 systems covered in this review, the AC
name field in SDWIS/Fed contained an entry other than a person’s name. For example, the
enfries were a management company or an organization position title. While the Office of
Ground Water and Drinking Water's (OGWDW) current policy is that the AC name field contain
the name of a person, we are aware that there is some disagreement with that policy, within and
outside of EPA. Many regulators have found that correspondence to systems that have a person’s
name in the AC name field, especially at noncommunity systems, is often returned to the state as
undeliverable because of the frequent turnover of owners or operators. In such cases, letters
containing compliance schedules or important information pertaining to public health are not
received by the responsible individuals at the public water system who would need to take action
on the letter. As a result of the concems, the Drinking Water Program’s Data Sharing Committee
(DSC) is currently reevaluating the policy. It should be noted that this review did not count the
17 cases cited above as data discrepancies. The review did, however, expect that the AC name
field in SDWIS/Fed be populated, and that the entity entered in SDWIS/Fed be in agreement
with that identified in the state’s records. Any instances where the field was not populated at all,
or the entities did not agree, would have been counted as discrepancies.

A summary of the inventory data findings is contained in Table 3A of the Executive
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Summary. The individual discrepancy findings are contained in Exhibits 1 and 2 of Appendix C.
D. General Statistics on Reporting the Inventory Core Data Set

For cach system included in this review, this report presents general statistics on all of the
data elements in the Inventory Core Data Set for all of the water systems in the state’s inventory.
The statistics were not compiled on-site during the review, but were obtained from a standard
SDWIS/Fed Report (SDWRPT32) that was retrieved from the federal database shortly before the
on-site review. Presented below is a table that lists:

. The number of the active systems which are also current.

. The number (and percent) of the current, active systems for which the state has
reported all of the Registration and Grant Eligibility data elements.

. The number (and percent) of the current, active systems for which the state has

reported all of the data elements required for Registration, Grant Eligibility, and
avoidance of potential Grant Withholding).

Table 4. State-wide Statistics on the Inventory Core Data Set

. Systems for Which All

Suston Active & | Adtive, Cg:zg‘t %y]ftfﬁz That Are | o ant Withholding Data
% Current & Has Been Reported
ype
Systems

Systems Percent Systems Percent
CWSs 1,436 1,436 100.0% 515 35.9%
NTNCWSs 1,610 1,610 100.0% 742 46.1%
TNCWSs 8,808 8,808 100.0% 8,805 100.0%
Total 11,854 11,854 100.0% 10,062 84.9%

When this report was produced from SDWIS/Fed (on August 29, 2005) all of the state’s
systems were grant eligible. Overall, the required reporting for the Inventory Core Data Set was
present on 100 percent of the systems. Conversely, 1,792 systers (15.1 percent) were missing at
least one data element that is required to avoid potential grant withholding. The most common
data element omission was for missing source treatment flag.

Recommendations

. Populations updated during sanitary surveys should be updated in SDWIS/Fed.

AC addresses should be updated in SDWIS/Fed when they change.

EPA/The Cadmus Group, Inc.
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. MDEQ should ensure that the grant withholding information, especially source
treatment flags, are updated as soon as possible in SDWIS/Fed.

MDEQ responds: MDEQ has committed to work on correcting the
source treatment flag data element in SDWIS/Fed during FY 2006,
which is documented in the state’s FY 2006 Annual Resource
Deployment Plan under the PWSS program. "

V.  Sanitary Surveys
A. State Sanitary Survey Program Summary

Sanitary surveys are performed by the district offices and LHDs. MDEQ’s internal
sanitary survey goals are once every 3 years for communities and once every 5 years for mobile
home parks and noncommunities. MDEQ indicated they are not yet quite meeting the goal of
once every 5 years for the noncommunities.

B. Sanitary Survey Discrepancies

The team checked to see whether an initial sanitary survey was conducted by the required
date and whether subsequent surveys were performed at least every 5 years. One discrepancy
was identified for one Kalamazoo District Office community, two mobile home parks, two
NTNCWSs and four TNCWSs that received sanitary surveys more than 5 years apart. The
remaining discrepancy was for an NTNCWS that was new in June 1999, but did not receive a
sanitary survey until 2002, Sanitary surveys were first due for NTNCWSs by June 29, 1999, and
every 5 years thereafter, according to the TCR.

Summaries of the sanitary survey findings are in Tables 3B, 3D, and 3F of the Executive
Summary. The system-specific discrepancy findings are in Exhibit 3 of Appendix C.

Recommendations
. MDEQ should ensure that sanitary surveys are conducted at the required

frequency and should report violations to SDWIS/Fed when surveys are
conducted more than 5 years apart.

EPA/The Cadmus Group, Inc.
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VI. Consumer Confidence Reports
A. State Consumer Confidence Report Program Summary

The MDEQ district offices receive and date CCRs and certifications, check them for
completeness, and issue violations for late CCR certification.

B. Consumer Confidence Report Discrepancies

The team checked to see whether CCRs for 2003 were sent to consumers by July 1, 2004
and whether MDEQ had received certification by October 1, 2004. Three discrepancies were
identified for CCR, one for data flow. In the Gwinn District Office, a CCR certification was
submitted late and because the PWS was training a new operator, the district office forgave the
lapse. The team felt, to comply with the letter of the law, a violation should have been assigned.
In the Bay City District Office, one discrepancy was identified for a system that certified the
CCR late. The district office allowed a 10-day grace period, but this grace period is not allowed
by the rule.

A summary of the CCR violations and discrepancies for the systems that were reviewed is
in Table 3B of the Executive Summary. Sce Exhibit 4 in Appendix C for a list of CCR
discrepancies.

Recommendations
. Systems that deliver or certify CCRs late should receive violations.

. MDEQ should ensure that all violations they assign are reported to SDWIS/Fed.

VII. Total Coliform Rule
A. TCR Reporting Process

TCR data flow and compliance determination were described in Section III. MDEQ
requires PWSs to collect repeat samples within 24 hours of receiving a coliform-positive result
though systems do not always meet this timeline. MDEQ requires a minimum of five routine
TCR samples in the month following a positive result, unless a site visit is conducted. TCR
samples are usually not invalidated, unless the laboratory invalidates samples in writing.

3
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B. TCR Discrepancies

The DV team reviewed hard copy lab slips and SDWIS/State for TCR data collected from
July 1, 2004 through June 30, 2005 for 36 CWSs. The WaterTrack database was reviewed for 20
NTNCWSs, and 12 TNCWSs.

Twelve discrepancies were identified — three for data flow. Of the nine compliance
determination discrepancies, five were for one mobile home park that submitted results more
than 10 days after the end of the compliance period, but did not receive reporting violations. The
remaining four discrepancies were all for noncommunities. One system was not assigned a
maximum contaminant level (MCL) violation as required. Two systems failed to collect the
correct number of repeat samples following a total coliform-positive sample and did not collect
the correct number of routine samples in the month following the total coliform-positive sample.
MDEQ correctly reported one TCR monitoring and reporting (M/R) violation, and two MCL
violations to SDWIS/Fed.

A summary of the TCR violations and discrepancies for the systems that were reviewed 1s
in Tables 3B - 3G of the Executive Summary. See Exhibit 5 in Appendix C for a list of TCR
discrepancies. '

Recommendations

. MDEQ should ensure that all systems report TCR analytical results on time ecach
month and that violations are reported to SDWIS/Fed when they fail to do so.

. MDEQ should ensure that systems collect sufficient repeat and routine samples
following a total coliform-positive result.

. MDEQ should ensure that TCR MCL. violations are assigned by the local health
departments when warranted.

. MDEQ should ensure that all violations they assign are reported to SDWIS/Fed.

VIII. Phase I1/V Rules
A Notes Regarding Phase II/V Rule Review Methodology

Beginning in 1999, DV teams no longer examine data for the 1993 - 1995 initial
compliance period for the Phase II/V rules. For this DV, the team reviewed data and actions
from only the most recent compliance period of 2002 - 2004 for these rules. The review did not
determine whether waivers were issued or grandfathered data were accepted properly, and the
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team calculated compliance based on the schedule for monitoring established by the state for that
compliance period.

B. Phase II/V Rule Reporting Process

Phase II/V data flow and compliance determination were described in Section TTI. MDEQ
issues Phase 1I/V waivers to systems on the basis of whether a system uses groundwater or
surface water sources, or whether they have an approved wellhead program and a vulnerability
assessment (both of which may include testing for the presence of tritium in groundwater). PWSs
do not request waivers, but are granted waivers after evaluation of an approved wellhead
dehneation program or vulnerability assessments are completed.

Inorganic Chemicals (I0Cs). Asbestos waivers are granted statewide, unless there are
concerns with the distribution system. Systems can also be waived for cyanide if they chlorinate.
Al TOCs may be waived to a cycle of one sample every 9 years,

Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs). All VOCs may be waived to a cycle of one sample
every 6 years based on vulnerability and detection history.

Synthetic Organic Chemicals (SOCs). SOCs may be entirely waived for non-vulnerable
systems. If coal tar lining is present, tests for Benzo(a)pyrene are required. Contaminants waived
statewide are dioxin, EDB, DBCP, di(ethylhexl)adipate, di(ethylhexyl)phthalate, diquat,
endothall, glyphosate, polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), dioxin and dalapon.

In addition US EPA Region 5 approved alternate “trigger levels” for SOCs that are higher
than the detection limits set by US EPA Headquarters and higher than the upper confidence
limits approved in the 1993 US EPA Headquarters memo. See Appendix E for this approval.

C. Phase II/V Rule Discrepancies

The DV team reviewed 29 CWSs primarily through hard copy files and some data from
SDWIS/State for IOCs, VOCs, and SOCs for the compliance period January 1, 2002 through
December 31, 2004; nitrates were reviewed for calendar years 2003 and 2004. Twenty
NTNCWSs were likewise reviewed, but through the WaterTrack database, with some
supplementary information from hard copy files. Twelve TNCWSs were reviewed via
WaterTrack and some supplementary hard copy information for nitrate samples.

Five discrepancies were identified overall; two for nitrates, two for VOCs and one for
SOCs. Discrepancies were identified for systems that failed to conduct sufficient quarterly
monitoring after a detection of SOCs (one discrepancy for one system) and VOCs (two
discrepancies for one system). One discrepancy was assigned for a missing nitrate sample. The
final discrepancy was for an M/R violation correctly issued by MDEQ for a system’s failure to
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monitor for nitrates in 2004; compliance determination, however, was not done until October
2005.

Five violations assigned by MDEQ and reported to SDWIS/Fed were verified by the team.

A summary of the Phase II/V violations and discrepancies for the systems that were
reviewed is in Tables 3B - 3G of the Executive Summary. For a system-specific list of Phase
II/V discrepancies by chemical group, see Appendix C, Exhibit 6 for nitrate and nitrite; Exhibit 7
for IOCs; Exhibit 8 for VOCs; and Exhibit 9 for SOCs.

Recommendations

. In the event of a detect, MDEQ should ensure that quarterly sampling is

conducted to determine whether the contaminant is reliably and consistently

(R&C) below the MCL, even if other causes for the detections are suspected.

. Systems that do not monitor according to schedule should receive M/R violations.

IX. Filter Backwash Recycling Rule

A Filter Backwash Recycling Rule Reporting Process

All systems provided written notification of whether they recycle by December 8, 2003,
No systems were required to make any changes to their recycling process or any capital
improvements to comply with the rule.

B. Filter Backwash Recycling Rule Discrepancies

The team reviewed hard copy correspondence for one system subject to the FBRR. No
discrepancies were identified and no violations recorded by MDEQ and reported to SDWIS/Fed
were verified by the team.

Recommendations

. None.
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X.  Stage 1 Disinfectant and Disinfection By-Products Rule
A. Stage 1 Disinfectant and Disinfection By-Products Reporting Process

Stage 1 DBPR sampling began on time. Distribution system disinfectant residual results
are recorded on TCR monitoring forms and sometimes entered into SDWIS/State. Some systems
record disinfectant residual and related calculations along with their monthly operating reports.
In some district offices, the state is performing calculations for the systems. This is not occurring
consistently across MDEQ, however. PWSs monitor for total organic carbon (TOC), alkalinity,
chlorine dioxide, and chlorite. Compliance determination is carried out as described in Section
II1.

B. Stage 1 Disinfectant and Disinfection By-Products Rule Discrepancies

Hard copy and database information for systems that use a chemical disinfectant were
reviewed for the period July 1, 2004 through June 30, 2005. This included 10 CWSs and no
noncommumity systems, Eighteen discrepancies were identified, for compliance determination
errors for six systems. All discrepancies related to minimum residual disinfectant levels
(MRDL). No discrepancies for total trihalomethane, haloacetic acid or total organic carbon
monitoring were identified.

Twelve discrepancies were assigned for one system in the Lansing District Office that did
not have chlorine residual samples that matched the TCR samples taken, as required by the rule.
In addition monthly and running annual averages for this system were not calculated. An
additional five discrepancies were identified for systems for which running annual averages
could not be located. According to Stage 1 DBPR, systems must report monthly and running
annual averages for chlorine residuals taken at the same time and place as TCR samples. The
state may perform these calculations for the system, but the calculations must be performed and
recorded. An additional discrepancy was identified for a system where chlorine residuals were
not found i September. The system re-sent correct results to the state once the team discovered
samples were missing. A violation should have been reported to SDWIS/Fed for failure to
submit results within 10 days of the end of the compliance period.

A summary of the DBPR violations and discrepancies for the systems that were reviewed
1s in Tables 3B - 3G of the Executive Summary. For a system-specific list of Stage 1 DBPR
discrepancies, see Appendix C, Exhibit 11. No violations assigned by MDEQ and reported to

'SDWIS/Fed were verified by the team.

Recommendations
. MDEQ should ensure that systems are meeting the disinfectant residual reporting

requirements. Within 10 days of the end of each month, systems are required to
report to the state the monthly average of all samples taken in each month for the
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last 12 months, the average of all monthly averages for the last 12 months, and
whether this average exceeds the minimum residual disinfectant level (MRDL) of
4.0 mg/L. Alternatively, the state may calculate the averages for systems.

XI. Radiological Contaminants
A. Radiological Reporting Process

Radiological data flow and compliance determination were described in Section IIL. In
1995 US EPA Region 5 approved MDEQ’s proposal to return to standard monitoring. The
strategy allowed one grab sample at each entry point to the distribution system instead of
quarterly monitoring for new systems. Existing systems that bad been previously sampled for
radionuclides were required to perform radionuclide monitoring in 1995 - 1998; all existing
CWSs were required to monitor once during this period, then proceed on a “one sample every 4-
years” schedule. All systems appeared to be following this monitoring strategy.

US EPA Region 5 provided guidance to its states in response to the March 2002
radiologicals rule reporting guidance. The region identified problems with the accurate reflection
of radionuclide MCLs in SDWIS/Fed. The regional guidance, dated December 2, 2004
(Appendix E) allowed alternative reporting of radiological MCL violations by only requiring an
MCL violation io be reported once, which could remain open until the system was returned to
compliance. This was intended to reduce the states’ burden of reporting each quarterly violation
to SDWIS/Fed.

B. Radiological Discrepancies

The DV team reviewed primarily hard copy radiological data and occasionally
SDWIS/State for 29 CWSs for the two most recent samples. Overall, compliance for the
Radiologicals Rule was excellent. Only one discrepancy was identified, in the Kalamazoo
District Office, for an M/R violation issued that could not be verified by the team. An MCL
violation assigned by MDEQ and reported to SDWIS/Fed was verified by the team.

A summary of the radiological violations and discrepancies for the systems that were
reviewed is in Tables 3B and 3C of the Executive Summary. For a system-specific list of
radiological discrepancies, see Appendix C, Exhibit 12. '

Recommendations

. MDEQ should rescind any erroneous violations from SDWIS/Fed.

EPA/The Cadmus Group, Inc.
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XIlI. Lead and Copper Rule
A Notes Regarding Lead and Copper Rule Review Methodology

Now that the LCR Minor Revisions (LCRMR) are in effect and questions about
implementation and reporting requirements for the LCR and LCRMR have been resolved, the
DV teams count LCR discrepancies as for other rules. The team reviewed the two most recent
samples collected for the systems included in the review.

B. Lead and Copper Reporting Process

Michigan completed initial monitoring on time for the most part, and all systems required
to install treatment by 1997 did so.

Lead and copper results are received as described in Section I11. The state has primacy for
LCRMR and is reporting accordingly (i.e., “deemed/done™). The state is continuing dialogue
with US EPA Region 5 regarding requirements of the LCRMR. Michigan does not currently
have the legal authority to enforce the requirement that all NTNCWSs collect five samples (see
Appendix F, a letter from the Michigan Attorney General). However, through a Primacy
Extension Agreement dated March 2002 the state agreed to notify EPA Region 5 of any instance
where a system failed to collect the required number of samples (see Appendix G, Primacy
Extension Agreement between Michigan and EPA Region 5). The DV revealed that 12 of the 20
NTNCWSs that were reviewed did not collect the federally required number of samples, and that
the state had not notified EPA Region 5 of this occurrence. While the team acknowledges that
the state is not legally permitted to enforce the five-sample requirement, it should have identified
the system’s monitoring performance and notified EPA Region 5 that the federal requirement
was not met — as agreed to in the Primacy Extension Agreement. As a result, the 12 instances are
treated as data flow discrepancies (errors) in this report, in that the state did not provide required
data to EPA. -

Nineticth-percentile values for lead and copper are calculated by the MDEQ district
offices. Or, if data are sent to the client PWS by a private laboratory, the laboratory and PWS
calculate the 90 percentile and the MDEQ district office verifies the value. In the event of an
action level exceedance (ALE), the district office sends a letter detailing follow-up steps
required. The team noted that LCR files were complete and detailed, with excellent
documentation of sampling tiers and sites. Reporting forms also indicated maximum and
minimum sample values as well as the 90" percentiles. The team did note that not all LCR
sampling plans appeared to have been reviewed by the district office. Also, new systems did not
always begin LCR sampling in a timely fashion — one system in the Lansing District Office was
onling in July 2004, but did not begin LCR sampling until June 2005.
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Systems purchasing water from the City of Detroit (MI0001800) use a modified
consecutive system approach to monitoring for lead and copper. Each individual water system is
required to monitor for lead and copper, but at a reduced number of sampling sites.

C. Lead and Copper Discrepancies

The DV team reviewed primarily hard copy results and occasionally SDWIS/State for lead
and copper data for the two most recent samples for 36 CWSs. WaterTrack data were reviewed
for 20 NTNCWSs, with some supplementary information from hard copy files provided. A
summary of the LCR violations and discrepancies for the systems that were reviewed is in
Tables 3B - 3E of the Executive Summary. For a system-specific listing of lead and copper
discrepancies, see Exhibit 12 in Appendix C.

Twenty-six discrepancies were identified for nine CWSs and 16 NTNCWSs. Twelve of
these were for NTNCWSs that failed to collect at least five tap samples, as previously discussed.
Six data flow discrepancies were assigned for failure to report 90" percentile lead results (for
systems serving more than 3,300 customers, after 2002) or 90" percentile exceedances to
SDWIS/Fed. An additional data flow discrepancy was issued for a system that was assigned an
M/R violation in SDWIS/State which was not reported to SDWIS/Fed. Two systems, one a
school, that sampled outside the summer months of June through September received a
discrepancy each.

MDEQ requires sampling according to a triennial schedule for reduced lead sampling.
Two discrepancies were assigned for two systems that took samples more than 3 years apart.
One of these systems, the Village of Benzonia, was incorrectly notified by the MDEQ that it
could sample outside of the 3-year window.

Two CWSs received discrepancies for failure to collect enough lead and copper samples
based on population served and one discrepancy was assigned for a system that submitted
sample results late, but did not receive a reporting violation.

Eight violations assigned by MDEQ and reported to SDWIS/Fed were verified by the
team.

Recommendations

. MDEQ should ensure that all ALEs and lead 90™ percentile results for systems
serving more than 3,300 customers are reported to SDWIS/Fed as sample results.

. MDEQ should ensure that systems sample in the summer months of June through
September or receive a violation. Alternately, another 4-month compliance period
could be assigned to the systems.
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. MDEQ should assign and report violations when PWSs fail to collect triennial
samples on time.

. MDEQ should ensure that PWSs collect enough tap samples based on population
served and that violations are reported to SDWIS/Fed for all systems that fail to
do so. '

XL Surface Water Treatment Rule

A. Surface Water Treatment Rule Reporting Process

Ground water under the direct influence of surface water (GWUDI) determinations in
Michigan have been completed, with four CWSs classified as GWUDI.

District offices receive and review monthly operating reports (MORs). Compliance is
determined manually. There are no statewide standardized forms, but some districts use
standardized forms for their systems.

B. Surface Water Treatment Rule Discrepancies

The team reviewed no non-purchased surface water systems serving populations fewer
than 10,000 persons.

Recommendations

. None.

XIV. Interim Enhanced Surface Water Treatment Rule
A Interim Enhanced Surface Water Treatment Rule Reporting Process

Michigan surface water CWSs serving more than 10,000 persons have begun monitoring
and reporting according to the IESWTR. The reporting process and compliance determinations
are the same as for the SWTR described in Section XIII. Disinfection benchmarking has been
completed.

B. Interim Enhanced Surface Water Treatment Rule Discrepancies
The team reviewed hard copy summaries for one non-purchased surface water system

serving a population of more than 10,000 for the period July 1, 2004 through June 30, 2005.
Overall, compliance with the IESWTR was very good. The team assigned one compliance

EPA/Fhe Cadmus Group, Inc.
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determination discrepancy for a system in the Jackson District Office, with a turbidity report that
showed the PWS collected only 17 of 24 required samples on May 11, 2005, without an
explanation for the missing samples. The state contacted the PWS after the team noted the
missing data. The PWS states that the missing data for May 11 was a holdover from the April 11
report, when the PWS was shut down for part of the day. The state provided the team with a
corrected report after the on-site visit. However, a violation should have been issued to the
system for missing turbidity results within 10 days after the end of the month.

A summary of the IESWTR violations and discrepancies for the systems that were
reviewed is in Tables 3B - 3C of the Executive Summary. For a system-specific listing of
TESWTR discrepancies, see Exhibit 15 in Appendix C.

Recommendations

. MDEQ should ensure that PWSs collect adequate turbidity and chlorine residual
samples, and that violations are assigned and reported to SDWIS/Fed for systems
that fail fo do so.

XV. Public Notification Rule
A. Public Notification Rule Reporting Process

In 2001, the DV team began confirming that PN was requested and received for all
violations relevant to the compliance periods reviewed. The team conducts the PN review to
ensure that requested PN is received by the state in the specified time period and, if PN is not
received, that violations are assigned for failure to provide PN.

MDEQ tracks request and receipt of PN, and assigns and reports violations to
SDWIS/Fed for failure to perform PN, though no such violations were noted by the team in any

of the district offices. Evidence of public notice requests and documentation of PN completed
was present in MDEQ files.

B. Public Notification Rule Discrepancies

Thirty-six CWSs, 20 NTNCWSs, and 12 TNCWSs were reviewed for compliance with
PN. No discrepancies were identified. All systems required to complete PN did so according to
the required schedule.

Recommendations

. None.

EPA/The Cadmus Group, Inc.
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The DV team hopes that the findings and recommendations outlined in this report will be
of use to MDEQ in improving data reporting and tracking methods.

EPA/The Cadmus Group, Inc.
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Appendix A
Systems Selected for Review in Michigan
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PWSID System Name Population {System Type|Source of Water

Community Water Systems

MIO000710 [BIG RAPIDS 11,900 C GW
MI00023 10 FFLINT, CITY OF 124,943 C SwP
MI0002500 [FRENCHTOWN TOWNSHIP 19,800 C Sw
MI0003760 [LANSING BOARD OF WATER & LIGHT 131,546 C GW
MI0003990 IMACOMB TOWNSHIP 64,000 C SWP
MI0004530 [MOUNT PLEASANT, CITY OF 23,285 C SW
MI00D6460 |[SUMPTER TWP [1,856 C SWP
MID006580 [THOMAS TOWNSHIP 11,877 C SWP
MI0000340 |BAD AXE 3,462 C GW
MI0001400 |[CHIKAMING TOWNSHIP 3,717 C GwW
MI0002180 [ESSEXVILLE, CITY OF 3,766 C Swp
MI0003090 JHASTINGS 6,800 C GwW
MI0004170 [MASON, CITY OF 6,800 C GW
MI0005400 |[PLYMOUTH 9,413 C SWP
MI0000610 [VILLAGE OF BENZONIA 519 C GwW
MI0000700 [POWELL TOWNSHIP 300 C GwW
MI0001005 JBURT VIEW CONDOMINIUMS 44 C GW
MI0001915 IDUVERNAY PARK APARTMENTS 68 C GW
MIC002851 |GREENVILLE ACRES 50 C GW
MI0003475 [JAMES TOWNSHIP 2,300 C SWP
MI0004470 IMONTAGUE 2,407 C GW
MI0004877 JOAKLAND TOWNSHIP SE 1,996 C GW
MI0005229 [THE PENINSULA DEVELOPMENT LLC 270 C GW
MI0005355 [PIRATES COVE CONDOMINIUMS 42 C GW
MI0005549 [POTTAWATTAMIE PROPERTIES, LLC 34 C GW
MI0005905 [SANDHILL MANOR 116 C GwW
MI0O006625 IELMWOOD TWP - TIMBERLEE 429 C GW
MI0006720 [UNION CITY 1,804 C GW
MI0006790 [VERMONTVILLE, VILLAGE QOF 789 C GW
MIN006850 [WALDRON 591 C GW
MI0006901 JCLEAN WATER ASSOCIATION 25 C GW
MI0040002 JALLEGAN MOBILE ESTATES 100 C GW
MI0040042 [BARRY'S RESORT 125 C GwW
MI0040326 [WOODLAND [LAKE MOBILE COURT 162 C GW
MI10040525 [PINE ACRES MOBILE HOME PARK 50 C GwW
MI0040652 |[COUNTRY MEADOWS VILLAGE 768 C GW

EPA/The Cadmus Group, Inc.
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Nontransient Noncommunity Water Systems

MI1020137 |CONTINENTAL INDUSTRIES 100 NTNC GW
MI1320407 |[PLAYCARE LEARNING CENTER 128 NTNC GW
MI1920306 |GRAND LEDGE RAID HANGAR 25 NTNC GW
MI2320114 [TOT SPOT, THE 58 NTNC GW
MI2520389 [NORTHWAY POINT PLAZA 30 NTNC GW
MI4120526 {CRESTWOOD ELEMENTARY SCHOOL 470 NTNC GwW
IMI4420325 [HADLEY ELEMENTARY SCHOOL 220 NTNC GW
(MI4520028 [BLUEBIRD RESTUARANT & BAR 1,000 NTNC GW
MI5420192 |[STANWOOD ELEMENTARY 346 NTNC GwW
MI5620076 [INORTH MIDLAND FAMILY CENTER’ 200 NTNC GW
IMI5820140 [FIRST BAPTIST CHURCH 200 NTNC GW
MI6020093 |[ALBERT TWP SYSTEM 1 50 NTNC GwW
MI6320739 [CLARKSTON MIDDLE SCHOOL 900 NTNC GwW
MI6321233 JCEDAR CREST ACADEMY 200 NTNC GW
MI16321596 {ADVANCED AUTO TRENDS, INC. 100 NTNC GW
MI16322622 |[TEDDY BEAR PLAYHOUSE 64 NTNC GW
MI17520240 [WASTE MANAGEMENT OF MICHIGAN 50 NTNC GW
MI7820088 [VIRON INTERNATIONA CORP. 25 NTNC GwW
MI8120456 [THETFORD CORPORATION 50 NTNC GW
MI&120531 |ANN ARBOR CHRISTIAN SCHOOL 100 NINC GW
Transient Noncommunity Water Systems
MI1220080 JCRYSTAL BEACH BUTLERS RESORT 100 NC GW
MI1620329 [U OF M BIOLOGICAL STATION 275 NC GW
MI12220078 [NORDIC TRADING POST 35 NC GW
MI2521153 [THOMAS DESIGN - BLDG B 100 NC oW
MI2521455 [TOHN'S MARATHON 150 NC GW
MI3320034 [EL DORADO GOLF COURSE 200 NC GwW
MI3320163 |SPAG'S BAR AND GRILL 25 NC GwW
MI13720177 POHL'S MARKET 25 NC GW
MI4320100 [USDA HURON MANISTEE NF 25 NC GW
MI5220122 |GRAND SLAM BAR 25 NC GW
MI5420217 IMECOSTA PINES CAMPGROUND, LLC 150 NC oW
MI6520170 |[TROLL LANDING 200 NC GW

EPA/The Cadmus Group, Inc.
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Appendix B

Data Verification Discrepancy Definitions
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DATA VERIFICATION DISCREPANCY DEFINITIONS

There are two types of discrepancies: data flow discrepancies and compliance
determination discrepancies. Data flow discrepancies are violations of National Primary
Drinking Water Regulations that are detected by the state, but are not forwarded to SDWIS/Fed.
The team knows that the state detected the violation when it finds correspondence with the
system, enforcement actions, or violations in the state database. Data flow discrepancies also
occur when the state incorrectly reports the violation to SDWIS/Fed, such as incorrectly coding a
violation. Compliance determination discrepancies occur when the state did not detect a
violation or reports a violation to SDWIS/Fed that was not substantiated by information
contained in the state files or database. The following is a complete list of the types of
discrepancies identified by the team and their definitions.

Inventory — A discrepancy exists if there is a difference between the state data and the data in
the SDWIS/Fed 35 report. Inventory data reviewed include:

System Type — Community Water System (CWS), Nontransient Noncommunity Water
System (NTNCWS), or Transient Noncommunity Water System (TNCWS).

System Status — Active or Inactive.

Source — Ground Water (GW), Purchased Ground Water (GWP), Surface Water (SW),
or Purchased Surface Water (SWP), Ground Water Under the Direct Influence of Surface
Water (GWUDI) and Purchased Ground Water Under the Direct Influence of Surface
Water (PGWUDI).

Population and Service Connections — a discrepancy is recorded if the difference
between state and SDWIS/Fed data is greater than 10 percent or affects a system’s
monitoring requirements.

Address. Name, PWSID — address discrepancies are determined from the primary
address field.

Sanitary Survey — a discrepancy is issued if surveys are not conducted every 5 years and
no ‘28’ violation is issued by the state and submitted to SDWIS/Fed.

Consumer Confidence Report (CCR) — a discrepancy is recorded if a CCR is not

received by July of the appropriate vear and a violation is not properly assigned by the
state and submitted to SDWIS/Fed.

For the remaining elements reviewed during the DV, there are two types of discrepancies
noted. Data flow discrepancies, instances where the state files and SDWIS/Fed do not agree,
make up the first type. Compliance determination discrepancies make up the second type. These
discrepancies are either instances where the state overlooked a violation or when the DV team
determines that the state is not following the federal regulations, its approved primacy package,

EPA/The Cadmus Group, Inc.
April 17, 2006 _ B-2



Data Verification Final Report
Michigan Department of Environmental Quality

or another policy approved by the EPA Region. The report will itemize both types of
discrepancies.

TCR, Phase 1I/V, Radiologicals, and Stage 1 DBPR. For monitoring and reporting (M/R) and
maximum contaminant level (MCL) violations, discrepancies are generally of two types: (1)
evidence of a violation in the state data that is not recorded in SDWIS/Fed or (2) a violation in
SDWIS/Fed which is not supported by state data.

LCR. In addition to M/R discrepancies under the Lead and Copper Rule, milestone and
treatment techmique discrepancies are also noted. Milestones arc important system events, such
as a lead exceedance (PB90) or copper exceedance (CU90), that are SDWIS/Fed reporting
requirements. Treatment techniques include steps that a system is required to take following a
lead or copper exceedance to ensure public safety and show compliance with the LCR (e.g.,
public education or corrosion control study).

SWTR and IESWTR. Discrepancies include M/R, treatment technique, or filtration status.
Treatment techniques refer to turbidity and disinfection residual Ievel requirements under the
SWTR. Filtration status indicates whether a system has a filtration plant on line, if the system is
filtered, or whether the system is installing filtration.

FBRR. Discrepancies are issued for M/R and treatment technigue violations. Treatment
techniques refer to FBRR requirements to recycle all recycle streams to a state-approved recycle
return location and to make capital improvements to create an approved location, if necessary.

EPA/The Cadmus Group, Inc.
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Appendix C

System Specific Data Discrepancies
Exhibits 1-16
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Exhibit 1
Name, Address, Administrative Contact and PWSID Discrepancy Report

PWSID SYSTEM NAME STATE RECORDS SDWIS/FED

COMMUNITY WATER SYSTEMS

Bay City District Office

AC add: 1303 North Franklin

MI0004530 Mount Pleasant, City of C add: 401 North Main Street

NONTRANSIENT NONCOMMUNITY WATER SYSTEMS

MI6320739 Clarkston Middle Scheol AC add: 6590 Middle Lake Road C add: PO Box 1050, 6389 Clarkston Rd
MI8120456 Thetford Corporation AC add: 800 Baker Road C add: P.G. Box 1285
MI8120531 Ann Arbor Christian School AC add: 2450 Qakdale Dr. C add: 5500 Whitmore Lake Rd.

TRANSIENT NONCOMMUNITY WATER SYSTEMS

No discrepancies were identified.

AC - administrative contact ADD - Address NF - not found

EPA/The Cadmus Group, Inc. Exhibit 1, Page 1 April 17, 2006
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Exhibit 2
Inventory Discrepancy Report
POPULATION ~ (SPRVILE  OWNERTYPE =~ (o toOf et SOURCE

PWSID ;‘iﬁgM STATE S/]?Eg]:l)s STATE S/]l):}ggs STATE SE‘ENII)S STATE Sf]i;gés STATE S/[li‘égs STATE S}g‘é\gs
COMMUNITY WATER SYSTEMS
Lansing District Office
MI0003760 Lansing Board of 06,995 131,546

Water & Light
Bay City District Office
MI0004530 Mount Pleasant, 25,983 23,285

City of
NONTRANSIENT NONCOMMUNITY WATER SYSTEMS
No discrepancies were identified.
TRANSIENT NONCOMMUNITY WATER SYSTEMS
No discrepancies were identified. .
CWS - Community Water System GW - groundwater source P - private

F - Federal Government
GP - purchased ground water source
GU - ground water under the influence of surface water

GUP - purchased ground water under the influence of surface
water

EPA/The Cadmus Group, Inc.

L - local government

M - mixed public/private
N - Native American
NF - not found

NTNC - nontransient noncommunity water sysieim

Exhibit 2, Page 1

§ - state government

SDWIS/FED - violation listed in SDWIS/Fed
STATE - violation assigned by the state

SW - surface water source

SWP - purchased surface water source

TNC - transient noncommunity water system
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Exhibit 3
Sanitary Survey Discrepancy Report
. VIOLATIONS VIOLATIONS
STATE RECORDS SDWIS/FED DV
PWSID SYSTEM NAME CHEM VIO CHEM VIO CHEM VIO
D TYPE DATE D TYPE DATE D TYPE DATE COMMENTS
COMMUNITY WATER SYSTEMS
Kalamazoo District Office
MI0005549  Pottawattamie NF NF NF NF NF 3100 28 1/1/02 , Sanitary surveys were conducted in
Properties, LLC 997 and 2003, more than 5 years
part. No violation assigned.
Mobile Home Parks
MI0040326 Woodland Lake NF NF NF NF NF 3100 28 1/1/04 anitary surveys were conducted in
Mobile Court 999 and 20035, more than 5 vears
part. No vielation assigned.
MTI0040652 Country Meadows NF NF NF NF NF 3100 28 1/1/02 anitary surveys were conducted in
Village 997 and 2003, more than 5 years
part. No violation assigned.
NONTRANSIENT NONCOMMUNITY WATER SYSTEMS
Y
MI4120526 Crestwood NF NF NF NF NF 3100 28 1/1/04 anitary surveys were conducted in
Etementary School 999 and 2005, more than 5 years
part. No violation assigned.
MI6020093 Albert TWP NF NF NF NF NE 3100 28 6/29/99 TNCWSs required to have first
System 1 anitary survey conducted by 6/29/99,
irst survey found on 2/4/02. No
iolation assigned.
MI7820:188 Viron Internationa NF NF NF NF NF 3100 28 1/1/03 anitary surveys were conducted in
Corp. 998 and 2004, more than 5 years
part. No violation assigned.

EPA/The Cadmus Group, Inc.
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Exhibit 3
Sanitary Survey Discrepancy Report
VIOLATIONS VIOLATIONS
STATE RECORDS SDWIS/FED DV
PWSID SYSTEM NAME CHEM VIO ' CHEM VIO CHEM VIO
D TYPE DATE ™ TYPE DATE D TYPE DATE COMMENTS
TRANSIENT NONCOMMUNITY WATER SYSTEMS
MI1620329 U of M Biological NF NF NF NF NF NF 3100 28 1/1/01 anitary surveys were conducted in
Station 996 and 2002, more than 5 years
part, No violation assigned.
MI3320034 El Dorado Golf NF NF NF NF NF NF 3100 28 1/1/02 anitary surveys were conducted in
Course : 997 and 2004, more than 5 years
part. No violation assigned.
MI3320163 Sprag’s Bar and NF NF NF NF NF NF 3100 28 1/1/03 anitary surveys were conducted in
Grill 998 and 2004, more than S years
part. No violation assigned.
MI6520170 Troll Landing NF NF NF NF NF NF 3100 28 1/1/98 anitary surveys were conducted in
993 and 2003, more than 5 years
part. No violation assigned.

28 - Sanitary Survey Violation, TCR
DV - violations assessed by the data verification team
NF - not found

EPA/The Cadmus Group, Inc.

SDWIS/FED - violations listed in SDWIS/Fed
STATE RECORDS - violation assigned by the state
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Exhibit 4
Consumer Confidence Report Discrepancy Report
VIOLATIONS VIOLATIONS
STATE RECORDS SDWIS/FED DV
PWSID SYSTEM NAME CHEM VIO CHEM VIO CHEM VIO
D TYPE DATE D TYPE DATE D TYPE DATE COMMENTS
COMMUNITY WATER SYSTEMS
Bay City Digtrict Office
MID000340 Bad Axe NF NF NF NF NF 7000 72 10/1/04 PWS submitted CCR certification on
/11704, State allows 10 days for
receipt of the certification. A violation
was not assigned because this is a low
4 priority issue for the state.
Cadillac District Office
MI0005905 Sandhill Manor 72 10/1/04 NF NF NF 7000 72 10/1/04 | .PWS submitted CCR certification on
10/21/04. State noted that it was a
violation, but the vielation was not
reported to SDWIS/Fed.

EPA/The Cadmus Group, Inc.
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Exhibit 4
Consumer Confidence Report Discrepancy Report

VIOLATIONS VIOLATIONS
STATE RECORDS SDWIS/FED DV
PWSID SYSTEM NAME CHEM VIO CHEM VIO CHEM VIO :
D TYPE DATE D TYPE DATE D TYPE DATE COMMENTS
Gwinn District Office
MI0000700 Powell Township NF NF NF NF NF NF T000 72 10/1/04 WS submitted CCR certification on
0/19/04. PWS was training a new
perator, and the certification deadline
- was missed. No violation assigned.
7000 - Consumer Confidence Report Rule DV - violations assessed by the data verification team SDWIS/FED - violations listed in SDWIS/Fed
71 - M/R violation M/R - monitoring and/or reporting Violation STATE RECORDS - violation assigned by the state
72 - CCR inadequate reporting/late certification NF - not found
EPA/The Cadmus Group, Inc. Exhibit 4, Page 2 April 17, 2006
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Exhibit 5
Total Coliform Rule Violation Discrepancy Report

VIOLATIONS VIOLATIONS
STATE RECORDS SOVISTID oy
PWSID SYSTEMNAME ~CHEM VIO, CHEM VIO L. CHEM VIO .o COMMENTS
D TYPE D TYPE ™  TYPE

COMMUNITY WATER SYSTEMS

Lansing District Office

MI0002310 Flint, City of . 20 7/1/04 NF NF NF 3100 26 7/1/04 WS collected only seven of 12

quired repeat samples. State did not
port the vielation to SDWIS/Fed,

Mobile Home Parks

MI0040652 Country Meadows
Village

NF NF NF 3100 23 1/1/05 -
4/1/03

6/1/035

CR results were submitted to the
ate mote than 10 days after the end
f the compliance period. No
ioiations assigned.

i

NONTRANSIENT NONCOMMUNITY SYSTEMS

o

MI1320407 Playcare Learning
Center

22 7/1/04 NF NF NF 3100 22 7/1/04 CL violation was assigned by the
ate but was not reported to

DWIS/Fed.

NF NF NF NF NF 3100 24 8/1/04 WS collected only two of five
quired samples in the month
llowing a positive TCR result. No

olation assigned.*

NF NF NF 3100 26 9/1/04 our routine samples were TC-
ositive. Expect to see 12 repeat
mples collected, PWS collected
o repeat samples. Violation not

gigned.*

MI1320407 Playcare Learning
Center {continued)

NF NF NF NF NF 3100 22 9/1/04

EPA/The Cadmus Group, Inc. Exhibit 5, Page 1 April 17, 2006
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Exhibit 5
Total Coliform Rule Violation Discrepancy Report
VIOLATIONS VIOLATIONS
STATE RECORDS SDWIS/FED DV
PWSID SYSTEMNAME ~ CHEM VIO ... CHEM VIO .. CHEM VIO . - COMMENTS
D TYPE D TYPE ID TYPE
TRANSIENT NONCOMMUNITY WATER SYSTEMS
MI5420217 Mecosta Pines 23 5/1/05 NF NF NF 3100 25 5/1/05 ‘WS did not collect any repeat
Campground, LLC amples after a total coliform-
ositive sample. Vicolation was
correcily coded in Waterirack, and
as not reported to SDWIS/Fed.
NF NF NF NF NF 3100 23 6/1/05 WS did not collect any routine
amples in the month following a
tal coliform-positive sample. No
\violation assigned.
3100 - Total Coliform Rule #cd M/R for MCL) - a compliance determination discrepancy NF' - not found

23 - M/R Routine Major
24 - M/R Routine Minor
25 - M/R Repear Major
26 - M/R Repeat Minor

* From discussions with the State, it’s believed that:

# df M/R (or MCL) -
DV - violations assessed by the data verification team
MCL - maximum contaminant level violation
M/R - monitoring and/or reporting Violation

a data flow discrepancy

Q - calendar quarter, 200_
STATE RECORDS - violation assigned by the state
SDWIS/FED - violations listed in SDWIS/Fed

a. the pump had to be replaced and the well was out of service from the time of the lightning strike in July 2004 until September 20, 2004,
b. that site visits were conducted by the LHD in August and September;

EPA/Fhe Cadmus Group, Inc.
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c. disinfection was necessary several times over the course of August and early September;

d. that no water was served to the public at that time, and,

¢. that public notice and bottled water were provided to the public during this time period.

No documentation was found in the file that indicated to the reviewer that these procedures protecting public health were followed. We know
that the LHD did not report a PN request (SIE) or PN received (SIF) code/date to SDWIS/Fed for the July 2004 MCI.. If documentation had
been provided to support a, b, ¢, d and e above, these discrepancies could have been removed from the report. But the problem is not a public
health issue; the problem is the lack of documentation by the LHD, which the state has pointed out to the LHD.

EPA/The Cadmus Group, Inc. Exhibit 5, Page 3 April 17, 2006
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Exhibit 6
Nitrate/Nitrite Violation Discrepancy Report

VIOLATIONS VIOLATIONS
STATE RECORDS o oy
COMMENTS
PWSID SYSTEMNAME ~CHEM VIO CHEM VIO CHEM VIO
o tvee AP p qypp PATE Tyt pypp  DATE

COMMUNITY WATER SYSTEMS

No discrepancies were identified.

NONTRANSIENT NONCOMMUNITY WATER SYSTEMS

MI5620076  North Midland 1040 03 1/1/03

Family Center

NF NF " NF NF NF NF WS did not collect a nitrate sample
n 2003. No violation was issued. The
tate enfered the violation into

DWIS/State on 10/4/05.

TRANSIENT NONCOMMUNITY WATER SYSTEMS

MI2220078  Nordic Trading NF NF NF NF NF NF 1040 03 1/1/03 ‘WS did not collect a nitrate sample
Post n 2003. State notes that a 2003
ample was not collected, because the
'WS collected a sample for fiscal
ear 2003 on 12/4/02, then the PWS
- was rescheduled for annual
wmonitoring in 2004. No violation
ssigned.
1038 - nitrate/nitrite 04 - monitoring, check/repeat/confirmation viclation NF - not found
1040 - nitrate DV - vielations assessed by the data verification team Q- calendar quarter, 200_°
01 - MCL single sample violation #cd M/R (or MCL) - a complionce determination discrepancy # df’ R & C - reliably and consistently
02 - MCL average violation MR (or MCL) - a data flow discrepancy SDWIS/FED - violations listed in SDWIS/Fed
03 - monitoring/freporting violation MCL - maximum contaminant level violation STATE RECORDS - violation assigned by the state

M/R - monitoring and/or reporting violation

EPA/The Cadmus Group, Inc. Exhibit 6, Page 1 April 17, 2006
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Exhibit 7

IOC Violation Discrepancy Report

TY WATER SYSTEMS

VIOLATIONS VIOLATIONS
STATE RECORDS SDWIS/FED DV
PWSID SYSTEMNAME - CHEM VIO CHEM V0 CHEM VIO
D TYPE DATE D TYPE DATE D TYPE DATE COMMENTS
COMMUNITY WATER SYSTEMS
Neo discrepancies were identified.
NONTRANSIENT NONCOMMUN

R

No discrepancies were identified.

1005 - arsenic
1010 - barium
1015 - cadmium
1020 - chromium
1024 - cyanide
1025 - fluoride
1035 - mercury
1045 - selenium

EPA/The Cadmus Group, Inc.

1074 - antimony

1075 - beryllivm

1085 - thallium

1094 - ashestos

01 - MCL single sample violation

02 - MCL gverage violation

03 - monitoring/reporting violation

04 - monitoring, check/repeat/confirmation violation

Exhibit 7, Page 1

#cd MR for MCL} - a compliance determination discrepancy
#df MR (or MCL) - a data flow discrepancy

DYV - violations assessed by the data verification team

MIR - monitoring and/or reporting violation

MCL - maximum contaminant level violation

NF - not found

Q_ - calendar quarter, 200_

R & C - reliably and consistently

SDWIS/FED - violations listed in SDWIS/Fed

STATE RECORDS - violation assigned by the stale
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Exhibit 8
VOC Violation Discrepancy Report

STATE RECORDS VIOLATIONS VIOLATIONS

PWSID SYSTEM NAME CI—;SM T\g?E DATE CIIlEM TV-JI?E DATE CI-%SM T\;I{;_)E DATE COMMENTS

CONIMUNITY WATER SYSTEMS

Jackson District Office

MI0002500 Frenchtown NF NF NF NF NF 2991 03 7/1/02 oluene and total xylenes were _
Township 2955 10/1/02 etected in the 4/25/02 sample. Expect

see quarterly sampling after a detect

determine if the PWS is R&C
elow the MCL. The state did not
equire quarterly sampling because the
WS had painted pumps in the sample
ap room a few days before the sample
as collected, and because the PWS
ollects VOC samples annually.

NONTRANSIENT NONCOMMUNITY SYSTEMS

No discrepancies were identified.

2378 - I, 2 4-trichlorobenzene
2380 - cis-1,2-dichloroethylene
2955 - total xylenes

2964 - dichloromethane

2968 - o-dichlorobenzene
2969 - para-dichlorobenzene
2976 - vinvl chloride

2977 - dichloroethene

2979 - trans-1, 2-dichloroethylene
2980 - 1,2-dichloroethane
2981 - 1,1, I-trichloroethane
2982 - carbon tetrachloride

EPA/The Cadmus Group, Inc.

2983 - 1, 2-dichloropropane
2984 - trichloroethyiene

2983 - 1,1,2-trichloroethane
2987 - tetrachloroethylene

2989 - chlorabenzene

2990 - benzene

2897 - toluene

2992 - ethylbenzene

2996 - styrene

01 - MCL single sample violation
02 - MCL average violation

03 - monitoring/reporting violation

Exhibit 9, Page 1

i

04 - monitoring, check/repeat/confirmation violation
#cd MR (or MCL) - a compliance determination discrepancy
#df MR (or MCL) - a data flow discrepancy

DV - violations assessed by the data verification team
MIR - monitoring and/or reporting violation

MCL - maximum contaminant level violation

NF - not found

O - calendar quarter, 200_

R & C - reliably and consistently

SDWIS/FED - violations listed in SDWIS/Fed

STATE RECORDS - violation assigned by the state
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Exhibit 9
SOC Violation Discrepancy Report

STATE RECORDS Vsig\%r?g /;%I\[J)S VIOL?)EIONS
PWSID SYSTEM NAME CI;I]EM T\g;)E DATE CI;I]?M T\g]())g DATE CI}ISM T\'CJI}?E DATE COMMENTS
COMMUNITY WATER SYSTEMS
Jackson District Office
MI0002500 Frenchtown NF NF NF NF NF 2050 03 10/1/04 trazine was detected in samples
Township ollected 7/7/04 and 9/9/04. Expect

see quarterly sampling to
etermine if PWS is R&C below the
CL. No viclation was assigned
ecause the detections were well

NONTRANSIENT NONCOMMUNITY WATER SYSTEMS

No discrepancies were identified,

2005 - endrin

2010 - lindane

2015 - methoxychlor

2020 - toxaphene

2031 - dalapon

2032 - diguat

2033 - endothall

2034 - glyphosate

20335 - bis(2-ethylhexyl)adipate
2036 - oxamyl (Vydate}

2037 - simazine

2044 - picloram

2041 - dinvseb

2042 - hexachlorocyelopentadiene

EPA/The Cadmus Group, Inc.

2046 - carbofiuran

2050 - atrazine

2051 - alachior

2063 - dioxin

2063 - heptachlor

2067 - heptachlor epoxide

2105 - 2,4-d

2110 - 2,4,5-1p (Silvex)

2274 - hexachiorobenzene

2298 - bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate
2306 - benzofa)pyrene

2326 - pentachlorophenol

2383 - pelychiorinated Biphenyls (PCBs) - Total
2931 - dibromochlorepropane

Exhibit 9, Page 2

2946 - ethylene dibromide

2939 - chiordane

01 - MCL singie sample violation

02 - MCL average violation

03 - monitoring/reporting violation

04 - monitoring, checkivepeaticonfirmation violation
# cd MR (or MCL) - a compliance determination discrepancy
#df MR (or MCL} - a data flow discrepancy

DV - violations assessed by the data verification team
M/R - monttoring and/or reporting violation

MCL - maximum contaminant level violation

NF - not found

C_ - calendar quarter, 200

R & C - reliably and consistently

SDWIS/FED - violations listed in SDWIS/Fed

STATE RECORDS - violation assigned by the state

April 17, 2006
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Michigan Department of Environmental Quality

Exhibit 10
FBRR Violation Discrepancy Report

VIOLATIONS VIOLATIONS
STATE RECORDS SDWIS/FED DV
PWSID SYSTEM NAME CHEM VIO CHEM VIO CHEM VIO
D TYPE DATE D TYPE DATE D TYPE DATE COMMENTS

COMMUNITY WATER SYSTEMS

i

No discrepancies were identified.

NONTRANSIENT NONCOMMUNITY WATER SYSTEMS

No discrepancies were identified,

TRANSIENT NONCOMMUNITY WATER SYSTEMS

No discrepancies were identified.

b=

0500 - filter backwash recyeling rule

39 - M/R, failure to notify state of recycling
status

40 - TT, failure fo recycle to approved location or
capital improvements failure

#cd M/R (or TT) - a compliance determination discrepancy
#df MR (or TT) - a data flow discreparncy

DV - violations assessed by the daia verificationdeam

TT - treatment technigue violation

M/R - monitoring and/or reporting violation

EPA/The Cadmus Group, Inc. Exhibit 10, Page 1

NF - not found

Q_ - calendar quarter, 200_

R & C- reliably and consistently

SDWIS/FED - violations listed in SDWIS/Fed
STATE RECORDS - violation assigned by the state

April 17, 2006
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Michigan Department of Environmental Quality

Exhibit 11
DBPR Violation Discrepancy Report
VIOLATIONS VIOLATIONS
STATE RECORDS SDWIS/FED DV
PWSID SYSTEM NAME CHEM VIO CHEM Vio CHEM VIO
D TYPE DATE D TYPE DATE D TYPE DATE COMMENTS
COMMUNITY WATER SYSTEMS
Jackson District Office
MI0002500  Frenchtown NF NF NF NF NF 0999 27 9/1/04  Chlorine residuals were not found for
Township September. PWS resent correct resuits
o the state once the team discovered
amples were missing. A violation
heuld have been reported to
DWIS/Fed for failure to submit results
within 10 days of the end of the
ompliance period.
NF NF NF NF NF 0999 27 6/1/05 The running annual average for
isinfectant residuals was not
alculated. Ne violation assigned.
Lansing District Office
MI0003760  Lansing Board of NF NF NF NE NF 0999 27 7/1/04 - he total number of chlerine residual 12
Water & Light 6/1/05 amples collected does not match the cd
umber of TCR samples collected in M/R
ach month, except for February 2005,
n July 2004 and January through June
005, monthly averages and the number
f samples collected was not provided.
o violations assigned.
MI0005229  The Peninsula NF NF NF NF NF 0999 27 6/1/05 Running annual average for disinfectant & 1 cd
Development LLC esidual was not found. No viclation M/R
ssigned.

EPA/The Cadmus Croup, Inc.

‘Exhibit 11, Page 1
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Exhibit 11
DBPR Violation Discrepancy Report

VIOLATIONS VIOLATIONS
STATE RECORDS SDWIS/FED DV
PWSID SYSTEM NAME CHEM VIO CHEM VIO CHEM VIO
D TYPE DATE D TYPE DATE D TYPE DATE COMMENTS

MI0004170  Mason, City of NF NF NF NF NF NF 0999 27 6/1/05 ¢ Running annual average for disinfectant

gsidual was not found. No violation
ssigned.

Bay City District Office
MI0004530  Mount Pleasant, NF NF NF NF NF NF 0999 27 6/1/05 Running annual average for disinfectant
City of esidual was not found. This value is
not routinely calculated by the state or
he system, because the monthly
averages are well below the MRDL. No
- violation assigned.
Mobile Home Parks

MI0040652  Country Meadows
Village

NF NF NF NF NF NF 0999 27 6/1/05 Running annual average for disinfectant
esidual was not found. This value is
not routinely calculated by the state or
he system, because the monthly
verages are well below the MRDL. No

violation assigned.

NONTRANSIENT NONCOMMUNITY WATER SYSTEMS
—=

No discrepancies were identified.

TRANSIENT NONCOMMUNITY WATER SYSTEMS

No discrepancies were identified.

EPA/The Cadmus Group, Inc. Exhibit 11, Page 2 April 17, 2006
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(1999 - chiorine 01 - MCL single sample 02 - MCL average violation MCL - maximum contaminant level violation

1006 - chloramine 11 - maximum disinfectant residual level violation, acute or non M/R - monitoring and/or reporting violation

1008 - chlorine dioxide actite NF' - nof found

1009 - chlorite 27 - monitoring/reporting (DBP) Q - calendar quarter, 200

1011 - bromate #cd MR (or MCL) - a compliance determination discrepancy R & C - reliably and consistently

2436 - haloacetic acids #df MR {or MCL) - a data flow discrepaticy SDWIS/FED - violations listed in SDWIS/Fed
2920 - 1otal organic carbon (TOCYalkalinity DV - violations assessed by the data verification team STATE RECORDS - violation assigned by the state

2950 - total trihalomethanes

EPA/The Cadmus Group, Inc. Exhibit 11, Page 3 April 17, 2006
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Michigan Department of Environmental Quality

Exhibit 12

Radiological Violation Discrepancy Report

STATE RECORDS Vslg‘lij_[\g /LC})ET]\:I)S VIOLATIONS
PWSID SYSTEM NAME CI;I_]I)EM T\Q(IEE DATE CI—II}];:M T\\[(I;)E DATE CIgM DATE : COMMENTS
COMMUNITY WATER SYSTEMS
Kalamazoo District Office
MIGG0O5549 Pottawattamie 03 1/1/00 4000 03 1/1/00 NF NF PWS collected samples in 1998 and 1df
Properties, LLC 2001. Team was unable to confirm M/R

the violation, Violation should be
removed from SDWIS/Fed.

4000 - gross alpha

4010 - combined radium (<226 & -228)
01 - MCL single sample violation

02 - MCL average violation

03 - monitoring/reporting violation

EPA/The Cadmus Group, Inc.

04 - monitoring, check/repeat/confirmation viclation

DV - violations assessed by the data verification team

#cd MR (or MCL) - a compliance determination discreparicy
#df MR (or MCL) - a data flow discrepancy

MCL - maximum contaminant level violation

MR - monitoring and/or reporting violation

Exhibit 12, Page 1

i

NF - not found

O - calendar quarier, 200_

R & C - reliably and consistently

SDWIS/FED - violations listed in SDWIS/Fed
STATE RECORDS - violation assigned by the state

April 17, 2006
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Exhibit 13
LCR Violation Discrepancy Report

VIOLATIONS VIOLATIONS
STATE RECORDS SDWIS/FED DV
PWSID SYSTEM NAME CHEM VIO CHEM VIO CHEM VIO
D TVPE DATE D TYPE DATE D TYPE DATE COMM!?NTS

COMMUNITY WATER SYSTEMS

Bay City District Office

NF NF NF . Pb90= Sample 10/1/02
008 Result

Sample  10/1/02
Result

MIOO00340  Bad Axe Lead 90" percentile value was not
eported to SDWIS/Fed. Lead 90™
ercentile resuits for PWSs serving
2 more than 3,300 persons should be
eported to SDWIS/Fed as a sample

esult.

NF NF NF Pb90 = Sample 7/19/04
0045 Result

MIG006580 - Thomas Township Sample  7/19/04

Result

Lead 90" percentile value was not
eported to SDWIS/Fed. Lead 907
ercentile results for PWSs serving

more than 3,300 persons should be

Cadillac District Office

MI0000610 Village of
Benzonia

NF NF NF NF NF 5000 52 10/1/02 £ PWS collected samples in 1999 and
003, more than 3 years apart. State
chedules LCR sampling in 3-year

ompliance periods, and a violation

was not assigned.

EPA/The Cadmus Group, Inc. Exhibit 13, Page 1 April 17, 2006
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Michigan Department of Environmental Quality

Exhibit 13
LCR Violation Discrepancy Report
VIOLATIONS VIOLATIONS
STATE RECORDS SDWIS/FED DV
PWSID SYSTEM NAME CHEM VIO CHEM VIO CHEM VIO
D TYPE DATE D TYPE DATE D TYPE DATE COMMENTS
Kalamazoo District Office
MI0001400  Chikaming Sample  10/1/02 NF NF NF Pbo0= Sample 10/1/02 § Lead 90™ percentile vafue was not
Township result .0039 result eported to SDWIS/Fed. Lead 30®
mg/L ercentile results for PWSs serving
more than 3,304 persons should be
Lansing District Office
MI0002310  Flint, City of Sample  10/1/02 NF NF NF 7 Pbo0= Sample 10/1/02 Lead 90" percentile value was not
result 004 result eported to SDWIS/Fed. Lead 90®
mg/L ercentile results for PW3s serving
more than 3,300 persons should be
eported to SDWIS/Fed as a sample
esult.
MI0O003760  Lansing Board of NF NF NF NF NF 5000 52 10/1/02 The LCR sample results for 2002 were
Water & Light ot received by the state until §/13/03.
. A violation should have been reported
or failure to submit results to the state
within 10 days of the end of the
ompliance period. MI responds that
the state had LCR results, and only the
rereporting form was late, No
documentation was provided.

EPA/The Cadmus Group, Inc,

Exhibit 13, Page 2
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Exhibit 13
LCR Violation Discrepancy Report

VIOLATIONS VIOLATIONS
STATE RECORDS SDWIS/FED DV
PWSID SYSTEM NAME CHEM VIO CHEM VIO VIO
D TYPE DATE D TYPE DATE TYPE DATE COMMENTS

Cu90= Sample 6/24/05
2.06 Result

MI0004170  Masen, City of NF NF NF Sample  6/24/05

Result

WS exceeded the copper action level.
e exceedance was not reported to
DWIS/Fed as a sample result.

Cu20=  Sample  8&/1/04
1.81 Result

NF NF NF Sample  §/1/04

Result

PWS exceeded the copper actien level.
he exceedance was not reporied to
DWIS/Fed as a sample result.

MI0005229  The Peninsula
Development LLC

NF NF NF NF NF NF 51 7/1/05 WS began inifial monitering in 6/05.
ased on its population, PWS should
llect 10 samples. Only five samples
ere collected. No violation was
signed. At the time these first LCR
amples were due, the operator for
eninsula Development contacted the
‘Water Bureau, Lansing District Office,
to report that enough customers had
ot yet connected to the system to
justify 10 samples. He was told that
nly five LCR samples would be
cessary based on the reduced

mber of customers currently being
served. However, this reduced
pulation was not documented
‘because additional customers were
aiready in various stages of
construction. Without documentation,

e discrepancy stands.

EPA/The Cadmus Group, Inc. Exhibit 13, Page 3 April 17, 2006
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Michigan Department of Environmental Quality

Exhibit 13
LCR Violation Discrepancy Report
VIOLATIONS VIOLATIONS
STATE RECORDS SDWIS/FED DV
PWSID SYSTEM NAME CHEM VIO CHEM VIO CHEM VIO
o TYPE DATE . TYPE DATE D TYPE DATE COMMENTS
Mobile Home Parks
MI0040652  Country Meadows NF NF NF NF NF NF 5000 52 10/1/03 © Based on its population, this PWS
Village sshould collect 10 LCR samples. Only
nine samples collected in 2003, The
ystem was accidentally instructed by
he state to collect only nine samples,
sso the violation was waived. This
violation is valid and should be
: eported to SDWIS/Fed.
NONTRANSIENT NONCOMMUNITY WATER SYSTEMS
MI1020137  Continental NF NF NF NF NF NF 5000 51 1/1/05  { PWS has not collected two
Industries ‘llconsecutive 6 month samples since
tart up in 1999. PWS also collected
only one of five required samples in
12/04. No violation assigned.
MI1320407  Playcare Learning NF NF NF NF NF NF 5600 51 10/1/02 2 PWS collected only two of five
Center equired samples for initial monitoring
n 2002, and only three of five
equired samples for triennial
- monitoring in 2004. No violation
ssigned.
MI1920506  Grand Ledge Raid NF NF NF NF NF NF 5600 51 7/1/01 PWS collected only one of five
Hangar equired samples for initial monitoring
n 2001 and 2002, No viclation
ssigned.

EPA/The Cadmus Group, Inc.
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PWSID

SYSTEM NAME

STATE RECORDS

Exhibit 13
LCR Violation Discrepancy Report

VIOLATIONS
SDWIS/FED

VIOLATIONS
DV

CHEM

D

VIO
TYPE

DATE

CHEM VIO CHEM
1D TYPE DATE D

VIO

TYPE DATE

COMMENTS

MI2320114

MI2520389

MI4120526

MI4320028

Tot Spot, The

Northway Point
Plaza

Crestwood
Elementary School

Bluebird
Restaurant & Bar

NF

NF

NF

NF

NF

NF

NF

NF

NF NF NF 5000

5000

NF NF NF

5000

5000

52 10/1/02 WS collected only four of five
quired samples for triennial
‘monitoring in 2002 and 2005, No

olation assigned.

52 1/1/01 WS coliected only one of five
quired sampies for triennial
onitoring in 2001, and only two of
ve required samples for riennial
onitoring in 2004. No violation

signed,

52 10/1/02 WS collected samples for 2000 and
004 in March and November,
respectively. Annual and triennial
mples should be collected during the
numer months of June through

September. No violation assigned.

52 1/1/00 WS collected only one of 5 required
mples in 2000. Samples collected in
00 and 2003 were also collected in
January and April respectively, and

t during the summer months of June
through September. No violation
assigned.

EPA/The Cadmus Group, Inc.

Exhibit 13, Page 5
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STATE RECORDS

Exhibit 13
LCR Violation Discrepancy Report

VIOLATIONS
SDWIS/FED

VIOLATIONS
DV

PWSID SYSTEM NAME CHEM

ID

VIO

TVPE DATE

S—

CHEM
1D

VIO
TYPE

CHEM

DATE D

VIO

Type  DATE

COMMENTS

MI5420192 Stanwood

Elementary

NF NF NF

MI5620076  North Midland

Family Center

NF NF

MI6020093  Albert Twp

System 1

NF NF

MI6321233 Cedar Crest

Academy

NF NF

NF NF 5000

NF NF 5000

NF NF 5000

NF NF 5000

52 10/1/04 . PWS collected only two of five
quired samples in 2004, and only

e of five required samples in 2005.
amples were also collected in March,
not during the summer months of June
through September. No violation
assigned.

31 7/1/03  ::Based on a population of 200 persons,
PWS should coliect 10 samples for
initial compliance. Only five samples
were collected 6/23/03. Violation was
not assigned because state believes
that PWS needed to collect only five
amples, which is the number of
lavailable sample taps.

i

PWS collected samples in 1998 and
2002, more than 3 years apart. State
schedules LCR sampling in 3-year
‘compliance periods, and a violation
was not assigned. In addition, samples
were not collected in the summer
‘months of June through September.

52 1/1/01

52 1/1/01 WS collected only one of five

2001 were collected in February, and
samples for 2004 were collected in
January, not during the summer
months of June through Sepiember.
No violation assigned.

EPA/The Cadmus Group, Inc.

Exhibit 13, Page 6
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Exhibit 13
LCR Violation Discrepancy Report

VIOLATIONS VIOLATIONS

STATE RECORDS SDWIS/FED DV

PWSID SYSTEM NAME CHEM VIO DATE CHEM VIO DATE CHEM VIO

D TYPE 1D TYPE DATE COMMENTS

52 10/1/03 # Violation was assigned by the state,

{ ‘but was not reported to SDWIS/Fed,
or failure to collect enough tap
amples, and for failure to collect
amples during the summer months of

une through September.

MI6321596  Advanced Auto
Trends, Inc.

5000 52 1/3/02 NF NF NF

PWS collected three of five required
ap samples in January 2003, and not
“iduring the summer months of Fune
hrough September. PWS collected
two additional tap samples in July
003. PWS also collected only one of
five required samples in 2004. No
iolation assigned.

MI6322622 Teddy Bear
Playhouse

52 10/1/03

MI7520240 Waste
Management of
Michigan

NF NF NF 52 1/1/03 . PWS collected three of five required
CR sampies {rom incorrect sites in
he June through December 2002
ampling period. Only two sample
ites were replaced. Vielation was not
ssigned by the state or reported to

DWIS/Fed.

MI7820088 Viron Internationa
Corp.

NF NF NF NF NF NF 52 1/1/00 WS collected only one of five
equired samples in 2000 and 2003,
amples were also not collected
uring the summer months of June
hrough September. No violation

ssigned.

EPA/The Cadmus Group, Inc. Exhibit 13, Page 7 April 17, 2006
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Michigan Department of Environmental Quality

Exhibit 13
LCR Violation Discrepancy Report

VIOLATIONS VIOLATIONS
STATE RECORDS SDWIS/FED DV
PWSID SYSTEM NAME CHEM VIO CHEM VIO CHEM YIO
D TYPE DATE D TYPE DATE o TYPE DATE COMMENTS
MI8120456  Thetford NF NF NF NF NF NF 5000 52 1/1/03 ¢ iNot all compliance samples were
Corporation ollected during the summer months

tiof June through September for 2003
itland 2004, No violation assigned.

51 - initial monitoring violation

32 - follow-up/routine monitoring violation

53 - initial water quality parameters violation

36 - initial source water samples violation

57 - source water treatment recommendation violation
or corrosion control treatment recommendation/study
violation

EPA/The Cadmus Group, Inc.

38 - corrosion control treatments installation violation
63 - public.education vielation

ALE - action level exceedance

AO - administrative order

Cu - copper

DV - violations assessed by the data verification team

Exhibit 13, Page 8

NF - not found

Pb - lead

PE - Public Education

PN - public notification

SDWIS/FED - violations listed in SDWIS/Fed
STATE RECORDS - violation assigned by the state

April 17, 2006
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Exhibit 14
SWTR Violation Discrepancy Report

VIOLATIONS VIOLATIONS
STATE RECORDS SDWIS/FED DV
PWSID SYSTEMNAME ~CHEM VIO CHEM VIO CHEM VIO
o pypp DATE CEM T pare OEM YR pate COMMENTS

COMMUNITY WATER SYSTEMS

No discrepancies were identified.

NONTRANSIENT NONCOMMUNITY WATER SYSTEMS

No discrepancies were identified.

TRANSIENT NONCOMMUNITY WATER SYSTEMS

No discrepancies were identified.

0200 - surface water treatment rule

01 - MCL single sample violation

02 - MCL average violation

07 - treatment fechnique

31 - monitoring, routine/repeat (unfiftered)
36 - monitoring, routine/repeat (filtered)

EPA/The Cadmus Group, Inc.

41 - treatment technique

42 - failure o filter

DV - violations assessed by the duta verification ream

#cd MR {or MCL) - a compliance determination discrepancy
#df MR (or MCL) - a data flow discrepancy

MCL - maximum contaminant level violation

Exhibit 14, Page 1

MR - monitoring or reporting vielation NF - not found
Q- calendar quarter, 200 _

R & C - reliably and consistently

SDWIS/FED - violations listed in SDWIS/Fed

STATE RECORDS - viglation assigned by the state

April 17, 2006
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IESWTR Violation Discrepancy Report

Exhibit 15

STATE RECORDS Vslg%;?g /,IF%I;;S VIOLISF\I;IONS
PWSID SYSTEM NAME CI?]])EM T\g]E)E DATE Clil']g,]\/[ T\QIE)E DATE CI;I]I;?M T\GI?E DATE COMMENTS
COMMUNITY WATER SYSTEMS
Jackson District Office
MI0002500  Frenchtown NF NF NF NF 300 36 5/1/03 The May 20035 turbidity report shows
Township hat the PWS collected only 17 of 24

L

equired samples on May 11, 2005,
without an explanation for the missing
amples. The state coniacted the PWS
fter the team noted the missing data.
The PWS states that the missing data
or May 11 was a holdover from the
April 11 report, when the PWS was
hut down for part of the day. The State
rovided the team with a corrected
eport after the on-site visit. However, a
iolation should have been issued to the
fisystem for missing turbidity results
within [0 days after the end of the

0300 - interim enhanced surface water treatment rule
29 - response lo individual filter trigger monitoring
and reporting

37 - failure to profile or consult with state

38 - M/R IESWTR

43 - treatment techrnigue, exceedance of 1 NTU

44 - treatment technique, >5% exceed .3 NTU

EPA/The Cadmus Group, Ing,

47 - trealment technigue, construction of uncovered finished
storage facility

48 - treatment technigue, failure to meet Cryptosporidium site
specific conditions

DV - vielations assessed by the data verification team

#cd MR (or MCL) - a compliance determination discrepancy
#df MR (or MCL) - a data flow discrepancy

Exhibit 15, Page 1

MCL - maximum contaminant level violation

M/R - monitoring or reporting violation NF - not found
O _ - calendar quarter, 200_

R & C - vefiably and consistently

SDWIS/FED - violations listed in SDWIS/Fed

STATE RECORDS - violation assigned by the state

April 17, 2006



Data Verification Finaf Repeort

Michigan Department of Environmental Quality

Exhibit 16
Public Notification Discrepancy Report

STATE RECORDS SDWIS/FED DV Related
Violation
PWSID SYSTEM NAME CHEM VIO CHEM VIO CHEM VIO COMMENTS
D TVPE DATE D TYPE DATE D TYPE DATE and Date

COMMUNITY WATER SYSTEMS

No discrepancies were identified.

NONTRANSIENT NONCOMMUNITY WATER SYSTEMS

No discrepancies were identified,

TRANSIENT NONCOMMUNITY WATER SYSTEMS

Na discrepancies were identified.

01 - MCL single sample violation

02 - MCL average violation

03 - monitoring/reporting violation

04 - monitoring, checkirepeat/confirmation violation
03 - notification, state

06 - notification, public

07 - freatment technigue

DV - vielations assessed by the data verification team

EPA/The Cadmus Group, Inc.

# cd MR (or MCL) - a compliance determination
discrepancy

#df MR (or MCL) - a data flow discrepancy
MCL - maximum contaminant level violation
M/R - monitoring and/or reporting violation
NF - not found

Q- calendar quarter, 200

R & C - reliably and consistently

SDWIS/FED - violations listed in SDWIS/Fed

SFJ - state formal notice of viclation

SFEK - bilateral compliance agreement signed

SFL - state administrative order (without penalty) issued
SFM - state administrative penalty assessed

SFO - state adminisirative order (with penalty) issued
SO+ - no additional formal action needed

SO6 - intentional no-action

STATE RECORDS - violation assigned by the state

Exhibit 16, Page 1 April 17, 2006
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Appendix D

Michigan Monitoring Waiver Program

EPA/The Cadmus Group, Inc.
April 17, 2006 D-2
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MICHIGAN DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH

DIVISION OF WATER SUPPLY

MONITORING WAIVER PROGRAM



STATE OF MICHIGAN

JOHN ENGLER, Governor

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH
3423 N. LOGAN / MARTIN L. KING JR. BLVD.
P.0. BOX 30195, LANSING, MICHIGAN 48909

VERNIGE DAVIS ANTHONY, MPH, Director
June 16, 1993

Mr. John Dalessandro

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Region 5 :

77 West Jackson Boulevard

Chicago, Illinois 60604

subject: Michigan’s Phase II/V Waiver Program
Dear Mr. Da}essandro:

Tn your June 9, 1993 letter, you requested a revised final waiver
program for the phase II/V contaminants prior to your final
approval of the program. Enclosed is a copy of the
correspondence concerning the Michigan program along with the
original propesal and revisions as requested. The vulnerability
assessment form has been revised and the updated version has been
inciuded in this submittal.

We have expanded the flow chart to cover second and third round
monitoring. Although Dalapon is in the "limited scans"
monitoring, the detecticn iimit is not low enough to meet the
Federal Register criteria. Therefore, we will develop a special
statewide monitoring assessment for it similar to digquat,
endothall, and glyphosate.

We hope this information is adeguate for you to proceed with
final approval of our proegram. -

Very truly yours,

(e Ve

James K. Cleland, P.E., Chief
Division of Water Supply
Bureau of Environmental

and Occupational Health

. JKC:ae

Enclosure

O
w»
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DATE:
JCHIGAN TC:
DEPAATMENT
OF PUBLIC FROM:
HEALTH
SUBJECT:

1-3

MEMORANDUM

May 8, 1992
Water Supply Staff and U. P. (All Technical)

Elgar Brown (5%

Wailver Policy for Phase II & V Organic Chemical Contaminants

EPA has commented on our waiver policy and a few changes have been incorperated.
We have also met with Department of Agriculbture officials to discuss thig pelicy.
The plan i3 shown on the attached flow chart and explanations are provided with

the chart.

Guidance on develaoping the procedures for granting waivers will be

further developed as additicnal informaticn becomes available, but initially it
id as follows:

I. Total

requirements for the phase II

Waivers - A total waiver frem all of the monitaring
and V c¢ontaminants, except

digtribution concerns such as asbestes and e¢ocal tar linings, may be
granted under certain conditions. Thias may be dene through either
an area wide walver or a system specific susceptibility waiver.
Criteria for these are listed in Chart A.

II. Limited Scan Waivers -~ These waivers will be granted to systems

where

there is information awvailable concerning the well

ccnstruction and the well meets cconstruction standards. These
systamg would wvery likely nect be impacted by pesticides and

herbicides’, but there may have been some use in the a-ea.

Criteria

for thesgse are listed in Chart B.

III. No waivers - Scme gystems will ke requirsed tc de a Ffull

sCcan

monitoring (excapt dioxin, asbestos) for the full four quartsrs.
These may be the surface water intakes, wvery ghallow wells in

farming areas, wells in karst bed rock and wells under the direct

influence qf gurface water.

Iv. Systems will be required to do the X?A scan menitoring if they have
mains with coal tar linings. This scan would detect benzo(a)pyrene ¥

which

is the most commen PAH. These systems must also asgess the

monitoring requirements of their source.

V. The state will do limited monitoring for asbesteos and dioxin at the
most wvulnerable sgites and probably waive the remaining supplies in
the state based on area waivers. The state will also do some
limited menitoring for EDB, DBCP, glyphosate, endothall, and diguat. =

The phase II
analyzed in

and V organic (regulated and unragulated) contaminants that are not

the limited scans (XAH, XLP, INP, XPI are:
Ce 2 PA Medleds 52507 | ¥, 5‘13/_)

MNdibromochloropropane {DECP)

Aﬁthylene dibremide (EDB)
Jdi{echlvhexyl)adipate ¢
L(ethylhexyl)pnthalate.v

vidiquat

endothall
v glyphosate

gt PAH g

Kﬁicxin

Aﬁsbestﬂs

\/-Jq,.& 'PM.
The compouhds that are an‘uded in these scans are listed on the attached sheets.



TO: Water Supply Staff and U.F.
Page 2
May 8, 1992

Accarding to Dave Wade, from the Michigan Department of Agriculture, the
dibromochlorapropane and sthylene dibromide have been banned for several years.

ract

These are fumigants and asg such were not typically applied dirasctly to the soil.

Di(ethylhexyl)adipate is used as a plasticizer in the development of products
such as synthetic rubber, focd packaging materials and cogmetics. It bicdegrades
readily and has a high affinity for soil particles. Due to this, it is not
expected to migrate to the water taple. Based cn this, the contaminant could he

waived in mogt cases.

Di(ethlyhexvl)phthalate is the most common of a family of phthalates that are
common in the environment. They are used as plasticizers in PVC regins. This can
he detected in the XPA scan and scme state wide monitoring will be done for this.

Digquat, endothall, and glyphosate are ccmmon in the environment, but they
biodegrade rapidly and are not persistent. Vulnerable supplies may be reguized
to monitor for these compounds.

A special state suppcrted meonitoring program will be developesd for scme of the
contaminants that are not iLncluded in the limited scan monitering, but are in
common use Ln the state such as diquat, endothall, and glvphosate. This program
will also include at scme sites all of the remaining contaminants. These sites
will be selected on a wulnerability basis.

The ultimate goal of this walver process is to have public water sugpliss develcp
well head protection programs for better management of their ground water
ragsources. Many gystems will not have time to develop a program prior t= the
menitering requirements of the phase II and V rules. The limited scan monitoring
waiver will reduce the cost impact of these rules while a gystem develops a wall
head protection program.

WEB:ae
Aktachmants

cc: Dr. Williams
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WAIVER FLOW CHART DESCRIPTIONS

A combination of use and susceptibility must be used to determine if
a2 system qualifies for a total waiver from all monitoring
requirements for SQC’s in the phase II and V rules.

The criteria for a total system waiver may include nec us2 in the
total region or na use in the vicinity of the well. See Chart A for

criteria.

A source may be eligible for limited scan monitoring if the source
is praperly constructed but there is limited pesticide use in the
area. See Chart B for criteria.

If a source is not eligible for 1limited scan monitoring, an
additional scan may be required or the full scale monitoring may be

dictated.

If additional monitoring is required, but not the full scale
monitoring, a special monitaring program must be developed.

The limited “scan monitoring consists of the XAH, XLP, XNP, and XPI
scans. The scans will monitor for all of the SOC’s in phase II and
¥ except for dibromochloropropane (0BCP), ethylene dibromide (EDB),
di(ethylhexyl)adipate, di(ethylhexyl)phalates, diguat, encdothall,
glyphosate, benzo{a)pyrene (PAH), dioxin and asbestos. To be
eligible for waiving the quarterly monitoring, the limited scan
sampie must be collected during a period of highest expasure. If
four quarterly samples were collected, the maximum time between
samples could be six months. Therefors, the limited scan sample
must be collected during the most vulnerable six month period. which
would: be from the first of Aoril to the end of September.

The limited scan monitoring will provide analyses for over 75
contaminants.

If coal tar linings are common in the system from tank coatings or
main coatings, the XPA scan would be required. This would pick up

the phalates and benzo(a)pyrene (PAH).

The state will perform a state assessment for the remaining
contaminants that are not in the Timited scan monitoring. This will
include discussions with the Department of Agriculturs concerning
the nature of the contaminants and their use. The divisigon will
then set up a program to do limited monitoring at the most
susceptible sites for contaminants that may be common.

If there are detects in the state assessment for these remaining
contaminants, some systems may be required to do some additicnal

monitoring for ones they are suscaptibie to.



11.

12.

13.

14.

If there are no detects in the Timited scan monitoring and the state
assessment does not requive additional monitoring, the remaining
quarterly samples will be waived and the monitoring requirements are

satisfied for the three year compliance period.

A schedule for a wellhead protection program must be developed to be
eligible for repeat Timited scan monitoring. If an acceptable
schedule is not developed, the system reverts to full scale

menitoring.

The status of the systems must be reassessed in three years.
Basically, go through the waiver process again.

Quarteriy full scale monitoring, except diexin, asbestos, and the
polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons (PAH’s), is required for these
systems. (EDB and DBCP may be included in this monitoring depending
on the results of a preliminary monitoring by the state).

[ .
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CHART A

Criteria Considerations for Total Waivers
Phase II and Y Monitoring

None of the contaminants are used within a certain region or area.

None of the contaminants are used within an arbitrary distance of
the well.

The well is properly constructed and is in a deep confined aquifer.
The well is properly constructed and is in a deep unconfined

aquifer. The area wauld have to be free of potential contaminants
for this to apply for a total waiver.

Items that may eliminats a svstem from a total waiver,

Previous positive organics.

Surface water source.

High nitrates.

Karst formation.

Improper well construction and jsolation.

Proximity to high risk sources such as suyperfund sites and 307
sites. )

Praximity to chemical manufacturing sites, bulk chemical storage.
Shallow unconfined aquifer.

Proximity .to pesticide mixing sites.

Ground water wells under the direct influence of surface water.

Previous suscepntibility studies indicating vulnerability.



VA

3.

CHART B
(Criteria for Limited Scan Monitoring)

Some surface water intakes if there are background data or the
intake is not directly influenced by runoff. :

Properly constructed weils of reascnable depth in an unconfined
aguifer.

Wells in areas of limited pesticide use.

Items that may require sources to perform monitoring in addition to limited

scan monitoring.

Intakes an inland streams and rivers.

Some previous positive organics.  System may be allowed to dg
1imited scan plus monitoring for the previous positive contaminants.

Improperly constructed wells.*
wells in Karst areas, unless very deep.

High nitrate sources.

Proximity to high risk contaminant sources such as superfund and 307
sites.

»

Proximity to bulk storage or manufacture of pesticides or
herbicides.

Wells under the direct influence of surface water in areas with high
pesticide use.

*ells constructed according to standards would be considered as properly
constructed, even if comstruction standards have changed. -



CORRESPONDENCE



REPLY TO THE ATTNTICNCF: -

WD-17J

" James K. Cleland, P.E., Chief
" Division. of Water Supply
Michigan’ Deuartment of Public Health

3423 North chaanartln L.,Klng Jr., Blvd.

‘Dear Mr. Cleland:

My staff have reviewed Michigan's January 13, 1252 Waiver Policy
for Phase II and V. Generally, this prcnosaT fcllows the
regulatory intent mere closely than did the eriginal progpcsal
submitted in September of 13$91. The follcocwing comments on the
. . latest prcposal are changes nended tc maka the document
/ﬁgf-%happrovahle e e

The 'scans used'by the State _.('m, Py xﬁP,"?—‘én‘a’-pr) must
-method . ‘detection limit’ equal to- the methcds 1dent1f1 d-in: the

?f?ederal Regu atlons. oy

On page two of the proposed Walve* POlle, 1tam IV desc*_bes,f
those systems that must do the XPA scan mcnltcrlng. This: grcup
‘of wells‘alsc must be reaulrﬂd ta. dc 2 fuTl o* partlal scan.*w

- -“

._On page twc,_ltem V d;scusses the suate uﬁderﬁaklng llm;ted
. menitoring for asbestos and. dicxin at the.''mest ‘vulnerable" L
:sites. . The: State must. identify how the: Tmost vulnerabla"_s;tes.fi‘
‘are determined. . In additiemn,: the Stata's method for detern_nlng v

'"vulnerabll ity must be describhed. -

On page two, the basis for issuing a waliv ver for pentachlorcriiencl
(was nct ce;echaﬂ in the Naticnal Pesticide Survev) is insuffi-
cient. Pen:acthrsnhencT may have limnitsd use, but as 2 woed
prase*vat1ve, has a W1desnread distrisution. Additicmal criteria
for issuing a waiver for this ccntaminant must ke defizned.

The first raragrarph of page tmras statas that vulnerabls suzplies
may ke :'ﬁc:'"t.n*’ef'1 ta menitor feor diguat, endocthall, and c’vnrcsab_.
5vstnm3'w1ta pesticide detachions must ke raguired ts menitar for
these peszlc*des, unless specific "use!" waivers have kLeen
ranted.

e i a2 080



Phase II and v Wa*v F aw cha*t

The flOW Cha** rafers tc "sneclal mcnltcr~ng as requ;red bv““
assessment You must define "special meni ﬁq." .

-.The pesh1c1de menitering reculvemeqts in the flew chart are : o <
- .inaccurats., Pesticide monitoring requires two. quarte*ly
.. samples for systems serving greater than 3,300 peonle.~.Thls:
“lnaccuracv ln the flaw chart must ke carrected.' ; :

“Cr1t=r1a ConSLderat’ons for Tota1 Waivers

The proncsed Wazve- Telicy shculd ccnSLder tha d*abu_
"Regional quidance by establishing a monitoring waivexz 2vie
area that factors in the State's develcping wellhead = i
protection area delineatien criteria and methods. '

The terms "certain region’ and "arbitrary distance! must re
defined.. The definitions sheuld ccmply with the draft
Reglonal Nonltorlng Walver guldance. : e

Item 3 - fers to a “dedn protected aculFer*'
descrlbed as a denp ccnflned aquifer. ;- :

it." The ;ermlnolocv should reflect the. acbantable term_ﬁ'“
"unconflned aqulfer" in descrlblng t&ls hydrogeolcglcal
s;tuatlon.;* ; ;

Although the Fede*al Regulatlons do not dlsallow the T
issuance of waivers for all the contaminants ragu1ated unde*.
the Phase II and Phase V Regulaticns, Region S believes the
‘number .of svshams cuallkylng for a “"total waiver" would ke
:relathe’y smal ' 2 N

The Stata sﬁculd lnclude a s;atement frcm the S at°
Agricultural Department certifying the non-use of certain
pesticides and describing the Department's enforcement
pregram, if a Statz-wide "usa" waiver is issued for any
pesticide regulatad undexr the Phase ITI or Fhass V
Regulaticns.



R . . . i . T U R : et e
+ Items that may eliminate a svstem from 2 +total*waiver

This list should include: Proximity to pesticide mixing
gites, ground watar wells under the direct influence of

A

'surface water, and pravious susceptibility studies R
-indicating the system is= susceptibleftc_cogtam;n;t#cn,*'w

STd FEN

JEAcccrding to the draft Regionél Hdﬁiiafﬁné:Waivgrfguidiﬁce;
- .a surface water system i3 not eligible for waivers withcul
“’an initial round of sampling. ‘ T e T S

‘Ttem 8 refers to a "High water table aquifer}"'ﬁh;é755§dld:l 
be modified toc a "shallow‘unconfined:aquifnr‘"'

Criteria for Limited Scan Monitoring
The tarm "watsr table" should be correctly identified’és' 

"unconfined.™

Those systems located in areas with limited peéticidéfuga
should ke included in the critaria for limited-scan ‘. -
-monitoring. - s oo

_ The term "reasonable depth" in item 2 must be ‘defined.

Ttems that mav eliminate -a svstem'from limited 'scan’

monitorine. T e
"Rarst formaticns" should be identified as "karst aresas.”

The criteria for'aﬂ#véry:deéé"'well must be defined.

In item 5, "Most high nitr'te sources’ must be changed to

"Lfﬂgiqh nitrate sources.”-. '

. CoT v ST

" Item 6 shduld'bevmbaifiédutohfeéé "Pfcximity to high risk
centaminant scurces.”

mhis list sheuld include: ground water wells under the
dirasct influence of surface water ia those arsas witlh
pesticide use.
The Greund Watar Protection Branch cempliments the preposad
Waiver Policy that has wellhead protecticn factorsd in as tne
ultimate geal of the walver process.




Wlth some mod;flcatlons, this proposal fcr‘a'monﬁ orlng walveru
program sheuld be acceptable for use in the Phase II and Phase V
Regqulaticns. Pleasa keen us infcrmed on. the pregress of develop-—
mgnt of Michigan's menitoring waiver program.-: If you have cues«?
tions or need additional informaticn, please contact Thomas
‘Matheson, of ay staff, at {312) 886 -6204 . - .

Sincerely yours,

:;,égiJszbuaf/’{LLJOITiEZL<7
- _Edward P. Watters, Chief
. 'Safe Drinking Water Branch




STATE OF MICHIGAN ' T d?‘;“p

IRy,

‘ JOHN ENGLER, GOVERNCR
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH

3423 N. LOGAN/MARATIN L. KING JA., BLVD.
£.0. BOX 30195, LANSING, MICHIGAN 48909

Vernice Davis Anthony, Cirector

May 13, 1992

Mr. Edward P. Watters, Chief

Safe Drinking Water Branch

United States Environmental Proteciion Agency
Region 5 (WD-17J)

77 West Jackson Boulevard

Chicago, I[11inois 60604

Dear Mr. WAtters:

In your'letter of March 27, 1992, you addressed several comments concerning the
proposed waiver policy that the Michigan Department of Public Health is
developing for implementing Phase II and V regulations. The pelicy can be
altered or explained to address these comments. These comments will be addressed
ag 1isted in your letter. A revised copy along with your comment letter is

anciosed.

Previous palicy for determining Method Detection Limits (MOL’s) by the Water
Analysis Section of the MDPH Laboratary has stressed assurance that detection is
valid and that the identity of compounds detected may be clearly confirmed.
Newly astablished MCL’s appear to be set at about the same levels dictated by
previous MOPH lab policy. The laboratory has reduced MDL values in cases of
relatively low MCLs, and will be reporting detection of scme compounds below
levels allowing confident MS confirmation. Reporting MOL’s will be at or below
50% of MCL’s for all regulated compounds. A1l of the experienced analysts in the
water lab believe the MDL’s cited in EPA methods are artificially low in many
cases for use in reporting of unknown samples and cannot be ethically used for
reporting field samples even though techniques used are equivalent to those cited
in EPA methodology. Also, the MOPH lab will not composite samples. Allowing up
to a five sample composite as written, the Phase 1] rule effectively increaases
any laboratory MOL by a factar of five. The Michigan approach of meeting at
least 50% of the MCL and not allowing composites will provide effactive

detection.

The public water supplies that must do distribution system monitoring for the XPA
scan will also address the monitoring requirements of their sources. A
clarificaticn sentence has been added.




Mr. Edward P. Watters, Chief
Page 2
May 13, 1992

Asbestos monitoring will be dcne on selected systems with corrosive water that
have asbestos cement pipe. We estimate analyzing 23 ashestos samples initially
and additional ones if needed. The dioxin monitoring will be done in areas near
paper mills and in areas near the Midland Dow Chemical plant at vulnerable
sources. Again, there will probably be 25 samples initially.

Pentachlorophenol has been added to the limited scan monitoring.

Any system with a pesticide detact will be required to monitor for diquat,
endothall, and glyphosate.

The special monitoring as required by assessment would be monitoring for the
contaminant that is used in the wellhead area. The monitoring frequency would
depend on the time of travel, the location within the wellhead area, the degree
of threat, and other factors that would be site specific.

The reference to quarterly sampling for systems greater than 3300 has been
corrected.

- Chart A

As systems develop wellhead protection areas, the waiver decisions will be
concentrated in these areas.

The terms "certain region" and “arbitrary distance” are intentionally vague.
These must be site specific determinations. We do not anticipate very many total
waivers since we plan to have most systems do Timited scan monitoring. The total
waivers will be on a case-by-case basis. We will review these decisions with
Region V EPA during our mid-year evaluation.

"Deep protected aquifer"” has been changed to "deep confined aguifer®.
The terminology has been changed to "unconfined aguifer”.

_We agree with Region V on the number of systems qualifying for a total waiver.
The number of systems qualifying for a total waiver would be very small.

The state will work with the Michigan Department of Agriculture to develop 2 use
statement for any contaminants that would qualify for a use waiver. Possible
candidates would be dioxin, £DB, DBCP, and di(ethylhexyl)adipate.

Ttems that may Eliminate a Svstem from a Tatal Waiver

We have added the items from your lettsr to the Tist of items that may eliminate
a system from a total waiver. .

We do not plan to totally waive any surfaca water source from monitoring, Dut we
do plan to use the limited scan monitoring on many of the Great Lakes sources.

Itam eight has been modified to refiect your comment.



Mr. fdward P. Watters, Chief
Page 3
May 13, 1992

Chart B

Criteria for_ Limited Scan Manitorina

The first item has been addressed as suggested. .

We have added "Wells in areas of limited pesticide use.” although you did not
specify what limited meant.  We will use logic to make this determination.

Reasonable depth could be site specific although a minimum would be at least 25
feet since a casing depth of 25 feat is required on all wells.

Ttems that may Eliminate a System from Limited Scan Manitaring

"Karst formations” has been changed to “Karst areas”.

"yery deep" again is a site specific determination, but will probably relats to
wells over 100 feet. This datermination on vulnerability will depend on the
area, the degree of fracturing, and patential for contamination.

"Mast” has been deleted from the nitrate sources.

The word contaminant has been included in item 6.

We have included "Wells under the direct influence of surface water in areas with
high pesticide use”. _

We hope these changes answer your concerns with the Michigan waiver palicy for
the Phase II and ¥ contaminant monitoring. We will implement this policy for the
public water supplies in Michigan. If you have additional comments, please

contact us.

Very truly yours,

James K. Cleland, P.E., Chief
Division of Water Supply
Bureau of Environmental

and Occupational Heaith

JKC :WBE
Enclosuras

ce: DOr. Ted Williams



W

R UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY Can we—
; O 5 REGION § make fle__
N72

4t pacit CHICAGO, IL 60604-3580

WEST JA VA ! y cﬂ‘
% 77 JACKSON BQULEVARD { raﬁe é z
!

REPLY TO THE ATTENTICN CF:

0cT 23 ¥R WD-17]

ind

James K. Cleland, P.E., Chief

Division of Water Supply

Michigan Department of Public Health

3423 North Logan/Martin L. King Jr., Blvd.
P.0O. Box 30195

Lansing, Michigan 48509

Dear Mr. Cleland:

This is in response to your August 14, 1992 letter requesting approval of Michigan
Department of Public Health’s (MDPH) revised monitoring waiver program. Pror to
granting this approval, the following items must be acknowledged:

1. The MDPH proposes to use method detection limits (MDL) that are greater than those
- listed in the Federal Register for Phase II and Phase V contaminant screens.
Michigan’s contention is that the use of a MDL. of no greater than one-half the
maximum contaminant level (MCL) would be more stringent (i.e., sensitive) than the
listed MDL, when composited samples are analyzed.

Your suggestion is apparently partially supported by 40 CER. §141(h)(10) of the
Phase V portion of the regulations which allows up to five samples to be composited,
"...provided that the detection limit of the methiod used for the analysis is less than
one-fifth of the MCL." However, standard analytical practice recommends that
MDLs should be no greater than one-third (one-half log unit) of the appropriate value
for the analyte and matrix of concern. An MDL of one-fifth to one-tenth the
appropriate value is desirable and sufficient in most cases t0 evaluate whether the
concentration of the analyte is approaching the value critical to the decision making
process. Using this rule-of-thumb, not only must the MDL for dinoseb be lowered
but also those for benzo(a)pyrene, pentachlorophenol, and diethylhexylphthalate.
Additional compounds where the value of five time the MDL is greater than 1/3 of
the MCL are: endrin, hexachlorobenzene, PAHs, phthalates, and dioxin.

As noted on the attached table, five contaminants cannot be composited because the
MDL exceeds the 1/5 MCL criterion. Since these four contaminants cannot be
composited, your proposal to allow a higher MDL for these contaminants would be
less stringent than the Federal regulation. .

Printed on Recyclad Fapar



2

We will therefore approve your proposal to allow MDLs that meet the rule-of-thumb,
as described earlier, except for Ethylene Dibromide, Toxaphene, Aldicarb sulfore,
PCBs, and Vinyl Chloride. For these contaminants, the listed MDL must be
employed. For the remaining contaminants, you must meet the rule-of-thumb.

2. Private laboratories are required to use only United States Environmental Protection
Agency (U.S. EPA) approved drinking water methods, and must mest the U.S. EPA
MDLs for all compliance monitoring. A statement in the waiver policy indicating the
proposed scans and related MDLs will be used only by the State Laboratory, and not
by private laboratories will be sufficient.

3. Please describe the procedures the MDPH will follow in making individual waiver
decisions. This should conform with the Sampling Waiver Guidance.

4. We have been told that the waiver reporting form is being revised. Please enclose an
example of the new form in your response.

We complement you on your thoughtful and insightful proposal, and regret that we were
unable to provide response as promptly as we would have liked. I am confident that final
approval will be likely upon receipt of the items identified above. If you have questions,
please contact me or Thomas Matheson, of the Technical Suppoert Unit, at (312) 886-6204.

Sincerely yours,

S e WA

Edward P. Watters, Chief
Safe Drinking Water Branch

ce:  Elgar Brown, MDPH



o STATE OF MICHIGAN : (F <

JOHN ENGEOVEF\NOH
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH

1423 N, LOGAN/MARTIN L. KING JR., BiLVD.
p.O. BOX 30195, LANSING, MICHIGAN 48809

Vernice Davis Anthony, Director

November 23, 19%2

Mr. Edward P. Watters, Chief

safe Drinking Water Branch (WD-17J)

United States Environmental Protection Agency
Region 5

77 West Jackson Boulevard

Chicago, Illinois 60604

Subject: Phase II and V Waiver Propcéal

Dear Mr. Watters:

In your letter of October 23, 1992, you raised several questions
concerning our waiver propesal for the phase II and V contaminant
monitoring. We will try to address these as they were listed in

your letter.

1. You indicated that "standard analytical practice

recommends that MDLs should be no greater than one~third
of the appropriate value for the analyte.." We can
probably meet this criteria for the phase II and V
contaminants that are part of our niimited scan® for the
SOCs. We feel your reasoning for some of these criteria
is somewhat flawed. For example, the MDL for aldicardb is
.0005. If a five sample composite is used, the effective
MDL becomes .0025. The MCL for aldicarb is .003. In
this case, you are allowing an effective MDL that is 83%
of the MCL. This is acceptable, but if the MNDL is
greater than one-fifth of the MCL, then the given MDL
must be used. We believe the "rule of thumb of one-
third" can be used in these cases.

We will try to address your comments centaminant by
contaminant: ‘

Benzo(a)pyrene = not part of our "limited scan waiver".

Pentachlorophenol - one-third of MCL = .0003. Our MDL is
_0005. We will need to lower this MDL slightly.

C'{
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Mr. Edward P. Watters, Chief _ . .
Page 2
November 23, 1992

Diethylhexylphthalate - not part of our nlimited scan
waiver®, ' :

Dinoseb - one-third of the MCL = .0023. Our MDL is .007.
We will need to lower this MDL.

Endrin - one-third of the MCL = .0007. Our MDL is .0001.
our lab is 0.X.

Hexachlorobkenzene - one-third of the MCL = .0003. OQur
MDL is .0001. Our lab is 0.X.

PAHs - not part of the n}imited scan waiver".

Phthalates and Dioxin - not part of the nlimited scan
waiver".

EDB - not part of the n]imited scan waiver™.

Toxaphene - MDL is .001. our MDL is .001. Our lab is
o.K.

Aldicarb Sulfone - MDL is .0008. ©Our MDL is .0007. Our
lab is 0.K.

pCBs - five times the MDL = .0005. Our MDL is .0005. We
will need to lower this MDL. We will further investigate
occurrence of this contaminant in a statewide study.

‘vinyl Chloride - one-third of the MCL = .0007. gur MDL
is .0007. our lab is o0.X.

A statement indicating the propesed scans and related
MDLs will be used only by the state Laboratory will be

included in the waiver policy.

Qur procedure for making the individual waiver decisions
was addressed in our flow chart that has been sent to
your office. Typically, an engineer will determine if a
ground water system is eligible for a "limited scan
waiver"”. Tf the well is properly constructed and
isolated, it very probably will qualify for the waiver.
The samples for the SOC analyses are taken within the
nsix month summer window". If there are no detects,
additional monitoring is waived in the first three year

period.
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James K. Cleland, P.E., Chief

Division of Water Supply"

Michigan Daepartment of Public Hasith
3423 North Logan/Martin L, King Jr., Bivd.
P.O. Box 30185

Lansing, Michigan 48909

Dear Mr. Cleland: s
We have revietvad your November 23, 1892 letter responding to our previous ="
commants on the State’s monitoring waiver plans. Region 5 will approve the
Michigan Department of Public Heaith's {MOPH) monitoring waiver program,
conditioned an the understanding that MDPH will incorporate the modifications
outlined in the November 23, 1992 letter in the State’s rule package submittal.
These modifications inciude: '

1) Reducing the method detection limit (MDL) far dinoseb frem C.007
milligrams per liter {mg/l} 10 0.0023 mg/l.

2) Reducing the MDL for Benzo{alpyrene ﬁ'om"O'.OOOSarﬁ:{f?(‘iE#dfﬁﬁOéé*ﬁﬁﬁ#‘“m L

3) Reducing the MDL for pentachlorophenol from 0.0005 mg/l to 0.0003 mg/l.

4) Reducing the MDL for Di{2~ethylhexy!}phthaia’ce from 0.005 mg/l ta 0.0013
mg/l. _ ' -

‘The MDPH intends to conduct “limited scan” pesticide monitoring for sources that

aré constructed according to State codes, but may have some susceptibility 1o
contamination based on paesticide use, or a lack of available data to accurately
document the non-existencs of & pesticide. The resuits provided by the scans will
be used 10 support the State’s decisions regarding approval of monitoring walvers.
Waivers will not be approved for contaminants derected by the scans.
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Use of the scans is intended to increase the State’s ability to award waivers from
actual campliance monitoring. However, improved efficiency of the laberatory
resources requires the scans to use methed detaction limits {MDL} greater than
‘those specified by the Federal regulations for compliance. samples... To-achieve this
goal, the MDPH has proposed using MDLs up 10"50% of-the"Maximum
Contaminant Lavel (MCL) for the limited scans end disallowing the use of
composite sameles. ) :

The MDPH Justified this propesal by claiming that the compaosita sample analysas
permitted under 40 CFR. §141(h){10) results in an "effective MDL" for
.uncomposited samples that is five times greater than the MDLs specified in the
rule. For saveral parameters, this "effective MDL" exceeds-50% of the MCL.

The rationale for the MDPH's propasal has been discussed with our Cuality

Assurance Section. While thay agree with the technical hasls, of the pDroRasal, .oz e

“standard analytical practice recommends that MDLs should Be e graatar than
one-third of the appropriate value for the analyte and matrix of conczrn” {i.e., the
MCL). To comply with this rule-af-thumb, the MDLs for Dinoseb, Benzo{alpyrene,
Pentachiorophenal and Dilethyihexyliphthalate must be reducsd (o the limits
gpecified above. Other compounds that are included In the scans where the

‘ "affective MDL" exceeds 1/3 of the MCL Inciude Carbofuran, Dalapon,

I Methoxychlor, Oxamy! (Vydate), and 1,2,4-Trichlorobenzene. However, the MDPH
has previously agreed to smploy acceptatle MDLs for these parameters.

- Aldicarb sulfone, Ethylene dibromide (EDB}, Polychlorinated biphenyls {PCBI,
Toxaphene, and Vinyl Chieride cannot be compgsited because the resuiting
"affective MDLs" will exceed their respective MCLs. Since these gnalyses may not
be composited, the MDPH’s proposal 10 allow a higher MOL for thesa
contarinants would be less stringent than the Fedsral regulation.

£
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T0: glgar Brown DATE: (04,/13/93
Water Supply Division - BEOH

FROM: o _ Jﬁ,\] b
Dr. Williams. Ph.D., Chief

Water Analysis Section - BIDC

SUBJECT: petecticn Limits

John Snyder, Senior Chemist, has reviewed the MDL data for the progosed
monitoring methods regarding the attached letter. He reports that we will be
able tc meet requirements for dincseb, pentachlcorophenocl, and di(2=~ethylhexyl)~
phthalate., However, although EPA Method §25.1 is approved for Benzo(a)pyrene
testing, the method detection limit is 0.0001 mg/L. Our research indicates this
to be the minimum level we can obtain with the method.

It is my understanding that benzo(a)pyrene (PNA) testing was to apply only to
systems employing coal tar linings,and that PNA's will not be reported under
limited SOC menitoring. I do not understand how this is related to the general
waiver proposals you have discussed.

Assuming that PNA testing is limited, we will be able to reduce the MDL by:

1. The new GC/ITD system on order should increase sensitivity by a factor af
about 10, projected 325.1 MDLT0.C00C2 mg/L.

2. It appears that new HPLC equipment on order would allow us to develeop yet
another scan for PNA (EPA Method 550.1) with MDL™0.00002 mg/L.

We are beginning to reach a consensus in the laboratory regarding EPA's use of
what we believe are "minimum possible” methed detection limits. While we will be
able to quote these limits as determined according to EPA protococl, we consider
them to be valid only in the absence of any sample related interference and with
all method related interferences related to reagents, column conditicons, etc. at
an absolute minimum. We must then deal with how to apply these in a realistic

‘manner to sample reporting and how these relate to a "practical guantitation

limit* (PQL}. This is something we need to discuss and review with those in EPA
that you deal with.

¢cc: Dr., Martin
Sandy
Albert
John Sayder
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d«"‘:;"‘b. UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
{ -l REGION §

M 3 77 WEST JACKSON BOULEVARD

ot CHICAGO, IL 50604-3590

REPLY TO THE ATTENTION OF

Mr. Elgar Brown, P,.E.
Department OF Public Health
Diviasion of Water supply

Fax No: (517) 335-8298
© No., Of Pagen: 2

Dear Mr. Brown:

As part of the final approval of the phase 2 & 5 waiver program,
we have put together the attached table. This table lists the
MCLs and MDls as specified by the Federal regulations, 5 sample
compusited MDL (5xMDL),the proposad 50% MCL, and a column
indicating whather 50% MCL ig laeass than the effective MDL
{S5xMDL) .

We need to'know Michigan’s proposed MDL for the contaminants that
are part of the limited scan {indicated by #*) and also their

50% MCL is not less than 5xMDL (indicated by a NO on the fifth
column).

It is our intention to have tha final approval letter by early
part of next week. If you have any questions, please give me a
call at (312) B86-6171. '
Sincerely,

Sahba Rouhani

Prnted en Recyclad Paper
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STATE OF MICHIGAN

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH

3423 N. LOGAN/MARTIN L. KING JR., BLVD.
P.0. BOX 30195, LANSING, MICHIGAN 48909

Vernice Davis Antheny, Director

Y

DATE: May 26, 1993

TO: Sahba Rouhani
U.S. EPA Region 5
Chicago, Illinois

FROM: Wm. Elgar Brown
Michigan Dept. of JFA
Lansing, Michigan

lic Health

SUBJECT: Phase II/V Contaminants

In your recent fax and our telephone conversation of May 26, you
requested that we list the phase II/V contaminants that are not
covered in our "limited scan monitoring®™. The eleven
contaminants that are not in these scans are:

.asbestos

dioxin

"PCB

EDB

DBCP

glyphosate

diquat -
endothall

dalapecn
di(ethylhexyl)adipate
di(ethylhexyl)phthalate

We will contract with a private lab to have a limited number of
asbestos and dioxin samples analyzed. Our lab will be including
the PCB analysis in the limited scan monitoring in the near
future. We are regquiring EBD and DBCP on any VOC positive
samples. Glyphosate, diguat, endothall, and dalapon will be
required on vulnerable ground water sources plus we may do sone
state-wide susceptibility monitoring. The adipates and
rhthalates will be done on a limited number of samples on 2
state-wide basis. :

We hope this answers your questions, and we look forward to
approval of our waiver program.

WEB:ae
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REVISED WAIVER FORM AND FLOW CHART



MEMORANDUM

DATE: May 25, 1993

To: Water Supply Engineers

MICHIGAN

DEPARTMENT .
OF PUBLIC FROM: Wm. Elgar Brown P

HEALTH

SUBJECT: Waiver Form and Cyanide Monitoring

Attached is the revised waiver form that is to be used for the
community water supply waivers for the phase II/V menitoring.
This was discussed at the last staff meeting. Make copies as
needed. I would like to discuss any candidates that you feel
qualify for total waivers prior to the waiver being issued.

Also attached is a copy of the jetter from EPA Region 5 that
gives a waiver for cyanide, glyphosate, and nitrite monitoring
based on a chlorine residual being present at the point of entry.
If you have any questions concerning these items, please contact

me.

WEB:ae
Attachments ~
cc: Division of Upper Peninsula

cc: Nathan Foote
_cc: Bob Salkeld



PHASE I1 AND V VULNERABILITY ASSESSMENT FORM

System Name:
WSSN:

Population Served:

Number of Wells or Foints-of-Entry:

Instructions: Use this form for interim wvulnerability assessments until a-
wellhead protection area has been evaluated. If a wellhead program exists, refer
to the contaminant source inventory for monitoring guidance.

Well Well Well Well
No. No. No. No.

Source Code

Well eligible for a Total Waiver (in
accordance with guidance)

Potential Pesticide Vulnerabilitcy (some
uses in the area; well meets construction
standards) An&lyze limited SOC scans

Probable Pesticide Vulnerability (e.g.,
inland rivers) No Waiver

VOC vulnerability assessment completed and
system eligible for waiver

VOC gasoline derivatives decected (EDB
monitoring required)

Is there a chlorine residual at point-of entry? "~ Yes I i No [::]

Has A.C. pipe been used in the distribution system? Yes l ] No | ]

Have coal tar linings been used in the system? Yes | l No -
(Cast irom installed prior te 1970)

I certify that the abhove information,” to the best of my knowledge, is tzue and
accurate.

Signature Title . Date

Printed Name Supv. Initials
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REPLY TO THE ATTENTION OF:

iy 05 133

James K. Cleland, P.E.

Division of Water Supply

Bureau of Evirommental and Occupaticnal Health
Department of Public Health

3423 N. Logan/Martin L. King Jr. Blwd.
P.0. Bax 30195

lansing, Michigan 48909

WD-17J

»

RE: Susceptibility Waivers for chlorinated Watet Supplies
Dear Mr. Clelard: '

This is in response to your April 6, 1993, letter infarming us of a discussion
regarding waivers for chlorinated water supplies that ocaurrad at the Drinking
Water Laboratory Cexrtification Workshep of March 30, 1993. Your letbter stated
that a memorandum concerning State-Wide waivers would be sent to all Regicnal
Offices of the United States Envirarmental Protection Agency.

As of this writing, I am not aware of this memorandum. However, my staff has
consulted with several individuals within the Office of Ground Water and

. Drinking Water, and concluded that susceptibility waivers far certain
contaminants will be acceptable.

The eligible contaminants include cyanide, nitrite and glyphosate. We have
been informed that these contaminants are readily oxidized in the presence of
chlorine, and therefare, would not be detectable in water supplies that
maintain a chlorine residual. Although similar reactiens are expected to
ocoxr in the presence of ozone ar chloramines, the Region has not cbtained
sufficient evidence to suppart this conclusion. _

Barrine tha receipt of conflicting information, Region 5 will respect ocur -
States’ approval of susceptibility waivers for cyanide and glyphosate based on
the public water supply’s (PWS) ability to maintain a detectable chlorine
residual within the distribution system. The PWSs would have to maintain
appropriate doamentation, such as daily residual logs, to suppert the
waivers.

Waivers fram the initial nitrite monitoring will require a revision of
141.23(e) . However, since repeat monitoring requirements (141.23(e) (2)) are
to be established by the State, maintenance of a detectable chlorine residual
will be adecuate to waive repeat monitoring.

Brntan ~n Ramvetad Paoar
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Your letter included endothall as cne of the contaminants that could not be
detected in a chlorinated water supply. We have not located any infoarmation
to support this request, so maintenance of a chlorine residual will not
provide sufficient justification to waive monitoring for endothall.

Please contact Jchn Dalessandro at (312) 886-6202 with any questions,
caments, suggestions, or additional information.

Smcerely YOoIrs,

Charlene Derys; Chief
Drinking ter Séction
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PHASE Il & V WAIVER FLOW CHART

Vul = Vuinerable

ENTRY POINT WHP = Well Head Piotection
J’—' — e g — e e e e e ——‘ NTNC = Non Transient Non Community
CWS = Communily Waler Supply
Source Vil YES Dioxin L_
to Dloxin Monhoring Required I e e e . o <« — €
l 1‘ 2 quartarly full scale ! I
NO samples per source
I every 3 years I
(7) Systsm Vul YES | (8) XPA Scen | YES !
lo Coal Tar Requlred ] i L
Lining In System T
Reassess in System serves NO 1 full scala sample per sowice |
NO 3 years > 3,300 ‘] avery 3 years ‘
System Vui ~ YES Asbastos YES !
lo Asbestos Monltoring NO |
(Source or Systeam} Required First . NO
Compliance 1 !
I Petiod ,
NO ‘JI First {14) Quaitesly full r
Compliance YES scals monitoring l
System or Source Period R
has WHP Program 10-‘;? I
(1) Source Eligible Reassessin | . e .
NO for Total Walver 1 7 3 years 7 w7
YES YES - NO YES
i
Contaminants . NoO {2) Meets Ciriteria NO (3) Source Eilgible NO (4) Assessment shows full
Used In WH Area 7 for Tolal Waiver for Umited Scan scale monlioring required
Monlloring
YES {ses Chart|A for criteria)
Y YES {sea Chart[B for critedia) NO
3 YES L
No Sampling (5) Speclal Monitoting ]
Well Vulnerabla 1o NQ Requirad {8) Ltmited Scan Program specified
these Contaminants Reassess In 3 yrs. Menltoring DETECTS by the State
— e — e — — « {
YES NO| NO DETECTS
Special Monlioring -
as Requlred by _YES Is the system a NTNC 3 (9) State performs susceplibility
Assessmenl - or CWS serving <5007 analysis lor remaining SUSCEPTIBLE
contamlinants '
< NO NOT SUSCEPTIBLE |, l )
{13) Reassess In YES (12} Develop schedule (11) Walve remalning NO DETECTS {10} System monltors for DETECTS N Quatterly
3 years N for completion of WHP Quarterly samples Susceplible Contaminani Monitosing
program for Detects

T




Data Verification Final Report
Michigan Department of Environmental Quality

Appendix E

Guidance Memos from US EPA Region 5

EPA/The Cadmus Group, Inc.
April 17, 2006 E-1
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STATE OF MICHIGAN
' e~

L REPLY TO.

DRINKING WATER & RADICH

JOHN ENGLER, Governor PROTECTION BIVISION
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 2g3nnarmni s s
HOLLISTER BUILDING, PO SOX 30473 LANS!NG M 4BBDSTETE LANSING M 48209-8930

INTERNET, hitp.//www.deq, state_mius
RUSSELL 4. HARDING, Directar

February 10, 1987

Wir. Roman Vitale
City.of Warren WSSN: 6900

12821 Stephens
Warren, Michigan 48093

Dear Mr. Vitale:

SUBJECT: Individual Community Compliance Determinations with the Total Coliform Rule

This letter is to notify you of a change in the way we must determine compliance with the Total Coliforn
Rule for customer supplies of the Detroit Water and Sewerage Department (DWSD). In the past,

coliform monitoring results from throughout the DWSD water supply were combined prior to caleulating
whether five percent of the results were coliform positive or if any results indicated an isolated problem.

Beginning with March of 1997, compliance will be determined on an individual community basis

rather than system-wide.

" This change means customer supplies collecting less than forty (40) saniples may have no more than one

coliform positive analysis in a month. A second coliform positive analysis will cause a maximum

‘contarninant level (MCL) violation, with the requisite public notification and appropriate response
actions. Forthose customers collecting more than forty (40) samples each month, no more than five

percent of the results may be coliform positive.

This-chiange in the compliance determination was prompted by recent discussions with the 1S,
Envirenmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA). This issue'was presented fo DWSD custotmer supplies at
the January 29, 1997, meeting at the Novi Civic Center.

You should recognize that this action will require customers of DWSD to take a more active role in:
the coliform monitoring program. Assuch, it is imperative that customer supplies have a complete
and up-to-date sample site plan. The plan must identify routine bacteriological sampling locations, along
with their corresponding repeat sample locations. The repeat sample locations must be within five
service connections, both upstream and downstream from the routine sampling location, Ideally, these
sites will be located on a general plan of the system. As a minimum, the addresses of the sampling sites
must be listed. The sample site plan must also include the sampling frequency, sampling technique, and
anotification protocol. In'the. ﬁ.;t_ur_g, public notification will likely be confined to an individual custome:
supply, and will have to be initiated }by the customer, not DWSD. A form is enclosed to 2ssist vou with
completing a sample site plan, Please submit a copy of an up-to-date sample site plan for your water
system for our review and future reference. 'You may wish to review your sampling sites with DWSD
staff prior to updating this plan.

B
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Page 2
Febroary 10, 1997

You should know that the present namber of routine bacteriological samples required for each DWSD
customer has been reduced based on a “consecutive system approach.” Information regarding the
required number of samples for each community is enclosed. There is no change anticipated in these
reduced numbers. However, there may be advantages to voluntarily increasing the number of routine
samples because compliance will be based on individual community results.

Another requirement you should be familiar with is the need to have a minimum of five routine samples
collected in the month following a coliform positive analysis. Only those customer supplies now having
less than five routine samples collected each month will be so affected. This requirement for five
samples in the subsequent month is in addition to the required repeat sampling conducted within

24 hours of receiving a positive analysis. If a system fails to have the required number of routine or
repeat samples coilected, monitoring violations will occur. Public notification is also required for
monttoring violations. Although DWSD staff may be collecting your samples, it will be the
responsibility of each individual community to assure that monitoring is properly conducted and to issue
any required public notices.

We understand that this decision represents a significant change in responsibility for DWSD customers.
We have enclosed an article that summarizes the Tota! Coliform Rule for your information. It may assist
you in completing the sample site plan and serve as a valuable resource for the future. We cannot
emphasize enough the importance of proper sample site selection. A little extra pianmng and
precaution in thesé matters should minimize problems that may result in public notification and concern.

If you have any questions, please contact Mr. Robert Green at 517-335-8043, Mr. Bryee Feighner at
517-335-8421, or me.

Smcerel

e mg{gﬁz}@

Richard E. Benzie, P.E.

supervising District Engineer

Community Water Supply Section

Drinking Water and Radiological
“Protection Division

517-335-8323

REB:im |
Enclosure
ce: Ms. Judy Huddleston, Detroit Water and Sewerage Department

Macomb County Health Department



DWSD Customer Supply Bacteriological Monitoring Requirements

Oakland County

WSSN Supply Population | Current # samples | 20% of Minimum # samples: 'M’iﬂiimﬁm-#’éampies
collected/week | chart value requiredfweiek rm’ﬁirﬁ'ﬂfmontﬁ

0325 {Rochester Hills 61,281 4 14 4 16
0630 [Berkley 16,960 5 3 1 4
0690 |Beveriy Hills 10,610 15/month 2 1 4
0713, |Bingham Farms 817 10/manth 0.2 1 4
0730 |Birmingham 19,597 25/month 4 1 4
0775  |Bloomfield Hills 4,288 1 1 [ 4
0790 |Bloomfield Township | 41,773 3 10 3 12
1440 |Clawson 13.874 35 3 1 4
1573  |Commerce Township 3.500 1 0.8 i 4
2230 |Farmington 10,132 { 2 | 4
2240 {Farmington Hills 78,038 5 16 4 16
2280 |Ferndale 25,084 2 6 2 8
3100  |Hazel Park 20,051 1 4 i 4
3310 |Huntingtor Woods 6,419 15/month 14 1 4
3595 [Keego Harbor 2,932 1 0.6 1 4
3740 |Lake Orion 3.057 1 0.6 1 4
3800 |Lathrup Village 4,329 15/month | 1 4
4000 |Madison Heights 32,196 2 6 2 8
4870  [Novi 32,998 10/month 6 2 g
48380 |Oak Park 30.613 2 6 2 8
5031 |Orchard Like Village 426 1 0.2 1 4
5035 1Orion Township 6,649 1 14 1 4
5390 |Pleasant Ridge 2,775 15/month 0.6 1 4
5440 |Pontac - 71,166 - 6 16 4 16
154350 {Auburn Hills 17,076 1 ‘3 i 4
5830 |Royal Oak 65410 10-- 14 4 16
5840 [Roval Oak Township 5,011 1 1.2 I 4
6160  |Southfield = 75.118 45/month 16 4 16
6530 |SylvanLake = 1,884 1 0.4 1 - 4
6690 |Troy 77410 4 16 4 16
6875 [Walled Lake 6,278 1 1.4 1 4
6975 |West Bloomfield Twp. | 29,850 3 6 2 8
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As wvomr knewr, 2ll Regions are guggling with the pooklem of e €0 stk Wilh
the Mathod Detectisn 1imits listed in Seckisn 191,24 (B) (18) of tan driving
water regulations. We reel to awid having water systems take foor querterly
samples, when sucn samplingg is a regulatoey artifach thab is sceedula? to ke
fiwed, The Heedquarters juidance of Decemper 15, 1893, was a step in the
right directisn, A it AUt yiite solve the poublen for eltner the States
or tha public watar supplies,

Sire= a regalatory fiw is = lang vay off, bt States have to tel) their
gystens now whether oo vot they neal 1o collect divee moge guanrterly samples,
we have worked with oo Bnviroapertal Soicences Division Quality Aseurancs
Section, and o State lamrratorias and progren stafs, to develop & workabls
irtevin solutdon.  Tha attaciment is the solirmics the States are guing o uee
in Regpiem 6. Althoogh it doesn’t comform smetly to the seisting resulatiosns,
it is protective of poblic health, and will serve the puavpose of also
carodlivg ;oets, while we wvait for a rexpolation fix.  Like the Pricrities
C.«_L;.dawe this apgrpar® helps to sngure that rasguroes are cpideed wiiee
risis are highest. The approach would also be cmeistent with the oosh-
oerefif philostpy of Semate Bijl 201%. Our Stakes aderstand o this is

interiz Implepertation quidace and thaet their State resulations must e as
strirgent 8% the Fedevel regoiations,

X just werced to let you know o we'te handling s situetion on an interis
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STATE OF MICHIGAN
DEPARTMENT OF ATTORNEY GENERAL

VTR,
& 5™ FLOOR SouTH, CoNsTITUTION Hall
525 WEST ALLEGAN STREET
LANSING. MICHIOAN 45973

MIKE COX
ATTORNEY GENERAL
January 6, 2003
* Ms. Charlene Denys, Chief
Safe Drinking Water Branch
United States Environmental Protection Agency
Region § - :

77 West Jackson Boulevard (WD-157)
Chicago, Ilinois 60604-3550

Dour Ms. Denys:

Re: Lead Coupper Rule Minor Revisions Iigplementation

By letter dated July 18, 2002, the Michigan Department of Rovironmenzal Quality
(“MDIQ") requested a written explanalion from (he Uniled States Enviropmental Protection
Agency ("LSEPA”) for “interpreting a sampling *“site” noder Title 40 uf the Code uf Federal
Regulations (CFR) 14].860, 03 a fmicet™ undar the Lead and Copper Rule Minor Revisions
("LCRMR™). The difference in the USEPA’s and MDEQ’s dcfinition of a “site” has impacted
the MDEQ’s ability to obtain primacy over LCRMR implementation. Specifically, the USEPA
requested this office o “determine the enforceability of the MDEQ’s regulatory language to
enforce the EPA’s interpretation that a “site” is a “fancst” Thaerefore, an understanding of the

USEPA’s position is of significance to the MTR(Q’s program

Through a letter dated Angust 31. 2000 and an e-mail from Rich Overmyer dated October
11, 2000 from Flint Watt, the MDEQ made clear its disagreement with the USEPA’s new
interpretation of site without the use of a rule change. Additionally, several passages were
presented that support the MDEQ's interpretation of site as a building. Ihave once again
included documentation of this neture for USEPA’s review. :

In response to the MDEQ’s July 18, 2002 request, the USEPA via e-mail reiterated the
new preamble language that prompted this controversy. However, no reference to statutory
langmage or miles was supplied to support the contention that a site is a faucet. In effect, it
appears that the USEPA has attempted to alter the definitions without the formaj rulemeking
process requred to do so. The USEPA having not supplied any informanon to support its
pusition and contrudiet the statutory language indicating a site is a building presented by the
MDEQ, tlie MDEQ tnusl remain steadfast in its position,

- Therefore, 1t i3 ‘my opinion that the MDEQ has authoriry éq-(ﬁva]ant to the USEPA:’.S: to
enforce the provisions of the LCRMR. Further, 1t appeers that the USEPA’s authority is limited
to that provided by statute and that the statutory laomeage only supports enforvemait of o Site os



Chearlene Denys
Page 2
January 6. 2003

a building and not as a faucet Although the MDEQ may-not have the authority to enforce the
USEFA’s interpretation of site as a fancet, as provided in the recently altered preamble lansuage,
it would appear the USEPA does not have such antharity either.

The comments herein represent the advice of the author and not the opinjon of the
Attomey General.

Very truly youss,
% g /967/,&~
o

Joslma W, Gubkia

Apssistant Attorney Genernl
Environment, Notaral Resources,
snd Agriculture Division
. (517) 3737540
JWG/p_]b oz
¢t ., JimCleland MDEQ [l A,

S: NR/AClauomeys/pabkin/epa water Jemer
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PUBLIC WATER SYSTEM SUPERVISION PROGRAM
PRIMACY EXTENSION AGREEMENT

BETWEEN

THE MICHIGAN DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY .

AND

THE UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY, REGION 5

This document records the terms of a Public Water System Supervision Program
Primacy Extension Agreement (Agreement) between the Michigan Department of
Environmental Quality (State} and the United States Environmental Protection Agency,
Region 5 (EPA), for the Lead and Copper Rule Minor Revisions (LCRMR) published in
the January 12, 2000 Federal Register, Volume 65, No. 8, pages 2003-2015.

The Agreement will be effective through January 12, 2004, or until the State receives

primacy, whichever occurs first.

Until the State receives primacy for the LCRMR, general implementation activities
performed under Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations (40 CFR) §142.12(b)(3)(i)
through (vi) will be shared as outlined in Part |1 General Implementation Activities,

below.

LCRMR Provision

Until the State receives primacy

for the LCRMR, impiementation

for the following provislons will
be the responsibility of:

State I EPA

"PartI: General Implementation Activities

Activities to be carried out by the State:

Nolify public water systermns (PWSs) within 60 days of sigring this agreement
of the requirements of the LCRMR.

Izentify other Slate agencies that should receive copies of the LCRMR.
Frovide £FA, Region 5, with the names, addresses, and phone numbers of
cortacts to distribute the LCRMR to within those agencies within 60 days of
signing this agreement.

Train State staff and PWSs an the requirements of tha LCRMR.

Cevise a tracking system for PWSs" monitoring and reparting performed
pursuant to the LCRMR.

Issua notices of violation 0 PWSs that fail to meet requirements of the
LCRMR, except for monitoring violations at nontransiant noncommunity water
systems (NTNCWSs) that consist of fewer than five buiidings and that coliect
at least one sample per building.

Provide a copy of the LCRMR in response to pubiic inquiries.

« Report LCRMR violation and enforcement information to the Safe Drinking
Water Information System (SDWIS) as required.

Activilies to be carried out by EPA, Region 5

Provide training 1o State staff and. when possible, 10 water systemn cperators.

Coordinate with water associations 0 increase awareness of requirements,

| Assistwith public outreach effors to inform and educale PWSs.

Frepare guidance as reeded, or forward Raticnal guidance to the States.

Keep the State informed of SDWIS reporing reguirements dunng
i_develepment snd implementation.

X =]
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LCRMR Provision

Until the State receives primacy

for the LCRMR, implementation

for the following provisians will
be the responsibility of

State

EPA

Provide compliance assistance.

X

Notify the State of all federal enforcement actions.

X

Part 1l: Oversight Responsibilities for LCRMR Provisions that Must Be Implemented by

April 11, 2000

§141.81 Demonstration of Optimai Corrosion Control

(b}(1) systems

Ensure systems that have installed carrasion control treatment (CCT) and are
not required to conduct water guality parameter mecnitering continue 1o
properly operate and maintain CCT.

Maintain records of system requiremnents.

Determine if these systems should conduct additional requirements to ensure
CCT is maintained.

Maintain records of system requirements.

(B)(2) systems

Not appilicable

(b}{3) systems
All five of Michigan's §141.81(b)(3) systems are on reduced triennial

monitoring. If a system’s lead results indicate that the difference between the
90" percentile lead level and the source water lead level exceeds the
Practical Quanitation Level (PQL) of 5 parts per billion (ppb) during its
triennial monitoring, than tha system must do additional monitoring the
follewing yaar during the same summer month period as the first samples
that exceeded. The number of samples for the additionsl round of monitoring
will be the same number as the pricr set of monitoring data {i.e., the number
of samples under the reduged monitoring. which for these five large systems
is 50 samples). If tha additional monitoring also exceeds the PQL of 5 ppb,
then the system must undergo the corrosion contral study, as prescribed by
the State.

I NOTE: All lead levels measured betwaen the maximum detection limit (MDL})

and the PQL must be either reparted as measured or they can be reported as
one-half the PQL (2.5 ppb). All levels below the lead MDL must be reported
as zero (§141.89[a][3]). Itis understood that the MDL for lead is unique o
the laberatory conducting the lead analysis.

X

§§141.84 and 141.90{e) Lead Service Line (LSL) Replacement and Reporting Requirements

Ensure thal systems subject to LSL replacement requirements:

Repiace portion of the LSL that they own and maintain records that
document what portions of the LSL that they own.

Make an offer to the property ocwner to replace the privately-owned portion
of the LSL.

Maintain records of system requirements.

X
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LCRMR Provision

Unti! the State receives primacy

for the LCRMR, implermentation

for the following provisions will
be the responsibility of:

State EPA

Ensure that systems that conduct partial LSL replacement:

Notify residents at jeast 45 days before partal replacement that lead
levels may increase temporanly following the replacement and provide
guidance on measures they can take to mimmize axposure to lead.
(Primacy Agency can aliow shorter notification if replacement is done in
conjuction with emergency repairs.)

Collect at water tility expense a post-replacement sample thatis
representative of the lead content of water in the service ling within
72 hours of completing the partial LSL replacement.

Notify residents of analyticat results by mail or posting within three
business days of receiving the resuits.

Submit to the State the results of LSL samples following partiat LSL
replacement.

Determine need to submit additicnat information to verfy system completed
the above requirements and maintained records of systern requirements.

X

§§141.86 and 141.90(a) Lead and Copper Tap Monitoring and Reporting Requirements

Ensure that systems with an insufficient number of Tier 1, 2, or 3 sites, use
representative sites to complete their sampling pools, except NTNCWSs with
fewer than five buildings.

Ensure that NTNCWSs with fewer than five buildings that have an
insufficient number of Tier 1, 2, or 3 siftes, sample all taps in the building or
ai least the required minimum number of samples that are representative
of its drinking water, regardless of the number of buildings that make up
the NTNCWS. No less than five samples would be taken. The State will
only initiate enforcement if the system collects tess than one sample per
buiiding- '

Obtain a statement from the Michigan Attorney General, as directed by
EPA. Region 5, in their letter to Mr. lames K. Cteland, Drinking Water and
Radijological Protection Division (DWRPD), dated July 2, 2001, 10
determine the enforceability of the State's regulatory language to enforce
the EPA's interpretation that a “site” is a “faucet.”

Maintain records of system requirements,

x

Enforce the minimum chart number of samptes required at NTNCWSs that
consist of fewar than five buildings and that collect at least one sample per
building, but do not collect the required minimum chart pumber of samptes
that are representative of its drinking water.

Refer to EPA, Region 5, for enforcement NTNCW Ss that consist of fewer
than five buildings and that collect &t least ene sample per building, but do
not collect the required minimum chart number of samples that are
representative of its drinking water.

Ensure that systems on reduced meniloring collect from sites that are
representative of those used during standard monitonng and. where
appropriate, specify where these samples should be coilected.

Maintain records of syslem requifernents.
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LCRMR Provision

Until the State recelves primacy

for the LCRMR, implementation

for the following provisions will
be the responsibility of:

State EPA

Ensure that systems on reduced monitoring notify the State in writing no later X
than 60 days after a change in treatment or the addition of a new source.

if necessary, specify additional steps that are needed to ensure optimal CCT
is maintained and maintain records of system requirements.

§141.90(f) Revisions to Public Education Requirements

Maintain records of system requirements.

Ensure systems report compliance with their public education requirements X
within 10 days after the period in which these tasks were required.

§142.15(c}{4} State Reporting Requirements

Repert in accordance with new reguirements:

1 Done milestane.

|
Deem milestone.

All 907 percentile lead levels for larga and medium systems.

The State agrees to complete the following milestone activities relative to the LCRMR

by the target dates indicated:

| Milestone

| Target Date

Draft State rule

Completed: Posted on the [nternet

Submit draft rule to EPA, Region 5, for
review

Completed: E-mailed draft primacy
package to Jennifer Crooks, :
EPA, Region 5, on December 26, 2001

Conduct a public hearing

Conducted on February 7, 2002

Submit final rule for State Certification

May 1, 2002

Final rule promulgated by the State

August 1, 2002

Submit to EPA, Region 5, a complete and
final primacy application including a
determination from the Michigan Attorney
General of the enforceability of the MDEQ
regulatory language to enforce EPA’s

i interpretation that a “site” is a "faucet,” as

| requested by EPA, Region 5, in their letter
to James K. Cleland, DWRPD, dated

July 2, 2001.

January 12, 2004
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_ This agreement will take effect upon the date of the last signature.

Russell J Hardmg \_) Rfﬁﬂ Sklnner
Director gioHal Administrator

Michigan Department of Environmental United States Environmental Protection
Quality Agency, Region 5
o o2 3/l
Date Date
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